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Land-Use Planning Material prepared roar the 
NATIONAL RESOURCES BOARD 
Land Committee Report 


INTRODUCTION 

By Executive order, on June 30, 1934, the President established the National Re¬ 
sources Board as successor to the National Planning Board and the Committee on NatlonaL 
Lend Problems, The new Board consists of Harold L. Ic»s, Secretary of Interior, Chair¬ 
man; Frederic A. Delano, Vice Chairman; George H. Dem, Secretary of War; Henry A, 
Wallace, Secretary of Agriculture; Daniel C. Roper, Secretary of Coranerce; Hairy L, 
Hopkins, Federal Emergency Relief A&ninistrator; Frances Perkins, Secretary of Labor; 
Charles E, Merriam; Wesley C, Mitchell. As its first task, the National Resources 
Board was directed to prepare a report on Jana and water resources to be presented to 
the President by December 1, 1934, 

In the preparation cf thB land report the Board had the aid of a technical staff 
consisting of Dr, L. C. Gray, Director-Land Section; Dr. M. L. Wilson, Chairman Land 
Planning Committee; C. W. Eliot 2nd, Executive Secretary; John B, Bennett, Secretary; 
and Oscar L. Chapman; M. Ezekiel; W, C» Mendenhall; H. H. Bennett; and Jacob Baker, 
members, 

ANALYSIS OF PROBIEM 

On July 7, 1934 the Forester wrote the Regional For esters that: 

"In any such prog ran, forestry must play a major part. Need therefore 
exists for early action by the Forest Service to focus and define the 
picture cf t 1 b extent and distribution of thB lands of the Uhited States 
from which thB highest permanent social and eoonomic service will be de¬ 
rived through one form of forestry or another; the type of forestry re¬ 
quired to real !zb the full potentialities or each land unit; and the 
agency, public or private, which permanently should be responsible for 
accomplishing the required rorms cf forest management. In the Copeland 
report we have stated than an additional 224 million acres of forest 
lands are destined for eventual public ownership and management, but we 
have not shown where those lands are located. It is not only desirable 
but necessary tfeafc we do so with a minimum of delay." 

"As a first step in this process we must assemble all available in¬ 
formation as to the forest conditions and forest policies of each State, 

We should mow what parts and proportions of each State undoubtedly are 
actual or potential fcrest lands; what parts are in private ownership, 
especially the parts in large absentee ownerships. We must mew the 
reasonable probabilities as to future forest-land ownership and manage¬ 
ment by the State, its counties, and its municipalities. In many in¬ 
stances the State itself now has no dependable answers to these ques¬ 
tions, We must induce the State, if practicable, to think the problem 
through an a shape its conclusions into some semblance of a long-time 
program. The efforts will develop many questions of constitutional or 
legal or political or financial character, which cannot be ignored but 
should not be allowed to becloud the issue or delay the best practicable 
expression of the basic facts." 

"The mere folly we develop the export and cooperation of all State and 
other agencies the greater will be thB probability of recognition, accept¬ 
ance, and endorsement cf the final result of our efrerts. Accordingly we 
should solicit and welcoi® maximum participation in this movement by all 
State conservation departments, State foresters, geological surveys, 
universities, and agricultural colleges, soil survey organizations, fam 
bureaus, economic organizations, etc. We also should secure the fullest 
cooperation of public agencies other than State, as for example the various 
Federal agaicies which deal with any of the factors influencing or con¬ 
trolling future land use. What is desired is the collective or composite 
opinion cf all.informed groups and agencle s." 

PLANNING OF PROCEDURE 

"-our need now is for a broad picture, true in fundamentals and per¬ 

spective but without undue emphasis upon detail. Generally speakirg , 
the facts most essential In relation to each forested State are the 
following: 

1. The specific parts thereof from ibich the highest practi¬ 
cable farms of social and economic service will be de¬ 
rived through some farm af feres try. 

2. The type of forest management which can be Justified for 
each natural unit of management, i.e. intensive, exten¬ 
sive, or simple protection only. 

3. The appropriate agency of management for each unit or 
regions, i.e. private, municipal, county, State or Federal. 

In explanation of No. 2; All forest areas which are primary sources of 
tinber supply fer the nation and its wood-usi qg industries’should be so 
managed as to realize the hill productive power cf the soils. Areas 
Those timber products have no immediate nor early prospective demand but 
ultimately will be needed far industrial uses should be subject to only 
extensive forms cf management. Areas in which the function cf the forest 
cover largely will be to protect watershed or the habitats cf wild lire 
or scenic elements will require protection and transportation facilities 
only." 

"-there should be statistical sunmaries of areas, ownerships, tax de¬ 
linquency, acreages now under cans true ti forest management, costs of 

acquiring units for which ptblic owner*ip and management is indicated, 
costs of developing and improving arch Units, appropriate divisions of 
such oosts betweaa the different participating agencies, end such other 
statistical data as maybe obtainable and, in your judgment, are neces¬ 
sary to afford a correct understanding cf the situation. 

"Fcr the guidance of a program cf the character herein proposed, certain 
funda m ental principle s must be developed and established." 

Following is a statement cf nine basic principles by vhich the 
forest program cf 11® Federal Government, in my opinion, largely should 
be governed**: 


Basic Principles to Govern Formulation cf Coiqprehensive Forest Plan 

1. All land capable of growing forests and fcr which no other higher social 
or economic use or need exists or car be foreseen should be maintained in cr re¬ 
stored to a forest cover fcr the two-fold purpose of conserving its soils and cf 
deriving from it products or services of social and econanic impartaice most readily 
obtainable through the agency of trees. 

2. In determining the desirability cf forest use, or in gauging the ability 

of any agancy effectively to redeem the obligations and responsibilities of forest¬ 
land owner*ip, there should be recognition cf the fact -that dedication of land to 
ferest purposes does not invariably imply need nar justification for intensive and 
costly types of forest management. If the land is cr will be a primary source of 
timber supply and thus the basis for highly developed wood-using industries and 
communities the optimum groni ng power of the soil must be fully realized througx 
every applicable principle cf silvicultural management. Where utilization cf the 
forest products cf a given area ultimately may be expected but cannot be foreseen 
curing the reasonably near future, extensive types of forest management designed 
oaJy to conserve and gradually improve the stand should suffice. If the functicn 
of the forest cover largely or excluaively wi 11 be one of protection to watersheds 
or wild life or scenic elements little more than protective activities and the 
improvement systems incident -thereto *ould be necessary, 

3. Public agencies -should critically examine the field of private ownership 
and management. If it is evident in any case that, without undue cr inequitable 
public assumption of oosts of forest ownership, private initiative is able aid 
disposed to handle forest lands in ways which reasonably safeguard the social 
and economic welfare of the nation it should be given encouragement to do so. On 
the other hand, there should be no hesitation in reoommBnding public ownership and 
management inhere a breakdown in private nansgement is obvious or inevitable, or 
where private oner* ip is not in tie public interest, 

4. If there is to be a comp re hen si ve development of forestry in ih is country 
all political divisions of government must In sane degree *are in the obligations 
and responsibilities of forest ownership and management in proportion to their 
ability and economic, social and political interest. Definite effort should be 
made to aacourege a mimicipality, a county car State, within its logical field of 
action, to secure and manage areas of forest land. 

5. Federal forest-land ownership and management is justified only in the situa¬ 
tions in which -there is a reascnable nationality of Interest and benefit. The safe¬ 
guarding of future national security by definite guarantee of adequate timber supplies 
becomes a national function only to the extent that thB programs of States, counties, 
municipalities and private owners, viewed realistically in the light of practical 
probability, fail to provide a satisfactory degree of assurance and certainty* The ' 
widely interstate Influence and consequence of flood damage and sedimentation make 
watershed protection and e ros ion control a more obvious and exclusive Federal re¬ 
sponsibility. As a general principle cf action, the areas in wh Ich tinber pro¬ 
duction is secondary to water died protection and erosion control will be the logical 
field of Federal action; the areas in whic hwatershe d protection and erosion control 
are secondary to timber production will be the preferable fields of State, county, 
municipal cr private action. Exceptions to this rule may, of course, be justified by 
3 >ecial circumstances, such as objectives cf social rehabilitation in which Federal 
forest-land owner*ip is integrally related to a bread Federal program cf social read¬ 
justment, cr where need exists for federally operated "Demonstration Forests" in which 
to work out and exampiifythe best principles aid practices cf ferest management for 
specific forest types or regions, 

6. The prime objective cf a sound program of public forestry should be the attain¬ 
ment of a maximum of effective result from the ptfolic funds, personnel and resources 
that can be itade available for forest conservation. ThB fore st acli vities of each 
agency of government should be so conducted as to supplement rattier than compete or 
oonf liet with, cr diminish, the programs of other agencies. Where wide opportunity for 
constructive actiai exists, as it does in practically every forested Stscte, larger aid 
better results will be obtained if the several public agaacies work within their 
separate fields or zones of actiai, instead of duplicating each others functions 
accomplishments within certain territories *ile at the sane time otter territories 
equally in need of similar services lack tneruentirely, 

7. The programs and plans of many States may be predicated or contingent upon a 
large measure or financial cooperation from the Federal Government. Adequate Federal 
cooperation with foe States is reasonable aid necessary. It should not, however, ex¬ 
tend to a point which requires the sacrifice cr indefinite p>ostponemen t of vital 
features of the Federal Go-remment *s own for© at program, or ifoidi is in essence merely 
a transference to the States of the functicn cf expending Federal funds for identically 
the same purpose as that for itiichthe Federal Government would expend them. The 
governing principle should be that thB State, county cr municipality will through its 
own means and resources create the necessary pibl Jc forests, but that the Federal 
Government in recognition of the broad public benefits foich will a eerie will con¬ 
tribute equitably to the subsequent costs of protecting, developing and administering 
such forests, 

8. Tip owners of scores of millions cf acres cf forest Jands are not now either 
protecting and men aging such lands or payiig taxes on them, nor do th^r offer any 
acceptable promise that they will henceforth either protect or pay taxes on such lands. 
Public repossess icn of such properties is dictated by all considerations of public 
interest and welfare. The legal power of repossession i s vested in the States or their 
constituent units of government. In but few instances is that power now being ex¬ 
ercised. Where lands so tax delinquent as to legally be subject to public repos¬ 
session form, cr by exchange can be combined into practicable units of public forest 
management, the Federal Government appropriately should contribute to the costs of the 
protection, development aid management; but no reason is clearly evident as to why foe 
Federal Gove mnent should provide funds with which to pay the owners cf tax delin¬ 
quent lands for properties which legally are subject to public re po sse ss i on and manage¬ 
ment without further compensation. 

9. Social aswellas economic objectives dictate special governmental action to 
promote the establ ishnent and permanent operation of c commit y forests. soundly e cn - 
ceived and administered, comnunity forests should be important sources of community 
income and play a large part in the pro vis i cn of local recreational opportunity and 
service; but their most important functicn will be to absorb the shocks of economic 
dislocation cr maladjustment by the provision cf onergency employment in creative 

wo lie whic h permanently contributes to social progress and public security. Such broad 
social benefits will justify special Federal participation ani cooperat ion, financial 
and otherwise, in the fruition of a comprehensive system of comnunity forests and the 
general forest program *ould be shaped accordingly. 


By July 23, 1934 the pro gran had developed to a point where it was recognized 


"So far as the Forest Service is concerned the first requirement will 
be to define its field of action, that is, the part of each State with¬ 
in which the data relating to forest uses will be collected by the Forest 
Service and its associated a gencies. As an initial step in this pro¬ 
cedure each State should be divided into definitely bounded and deter¬ 
mined units. The smaller these can be made the greater will be the sub¬ 
sequent value of the information oompiled. In States where the town*ip 
rorm of government exists, the established townshipe might best serve as 
basic units. In States where there is no township division, but well de¬ 
fined magisterial districts, the use of such districts should be consider¬ 
ed. Where the minimum political division is the county, that *ould be 
used; but in cases where the county is large or where only a part of it is 
forest in character, its subdivi si cn deserves consideration." 

"Consideration of the-"(physical, e conomic, and s ocial)"— -factors rinally 

will result, in a preponderant opinion that within each state certain specific¬ 
ally indicated minor political units or subdivisions -thereof should be regard¬ 
ed as preponderantly forest Jands. This having been done the Forest Service 
will oonf ins its subsequent studies to Ihe areas thus classified. It is 
hoped and expected that the Regional Director of the AAA or his associates, 
particularly the State Planning Consultant, will have actively participated 
in all steps leading to this point. The main purpose of the specific de¬ 
finition is to make dearths pert of each state in which the Forest Service 
studies will be conducted, so -that other pecrticipating agencies can adjust 
their plans accordingly. * 1 2 3 * 

"In view of the magiitude of the job, and the brief time available for its 
accomplishment, the development and presentation: of complete and detailed 
data in relation to each area covered by a report is, or course, impossible. 

Where the readily obtainable data are less than complete, approximatiais 
must be made. The most that can be expected is the best judgment or the re¬ 
porting officers and their cooperative associates, based upon such Information 
as is obtainable without undue delay or great expenditure of effort." 

"It also is clearly apparent tha t long textual discussions are impractical and 
perhaps of doubtful value because of lack of opportunity and facilities for 
digesting or recapitulating them. TO be of maximum immediate valve ail racts 
and all recomnendations must be reduced to the absolute minimum c ons is tent 
with understanding and application. T^e reporting officars must, of course, 
support their final presentation cf factual data and conclusions by notes 
sufficiently detailed to permit of review and ccnsideratiai by the other ex¬ 
ecutives or agencies ifoo successively handle the data as it progresses through 
the various stages," (Note questions at bottom of page 2 and concise sup¬ 
porting data on pages 3-16.) 

COLLECT! OF, CR GAN 12 ATI ON, AND IRS SEN TATI ON 

It was recognized that "-in its final proportions the report largely should be 

cartographic and statistical." Maps were planned to express the presort and recommended 
conaitl ens of ownership and intensity of management resulting in tha generalized maps 
on pa^a lb-23. "Supplementing the maps there must of course be certain quantitative 
expressions—" ana the LUP Form #1 was devised for this purpose, (See page 17.) The 
data submitted on tti is form for 1,756 counties or appreciable portions (see maps 
pages 44 and 45) were edited ana then presented in graphical form in the maps on 
pages 24-103. All maps with thB exception or those on pages 46-49 , 56, and 57 apply to 
the area covered by the statistical inquiry of the Forest Service shown on page 44. 

REVISION, REFINEMENT, AND AMPLIFICATION 

The graphical presentation available herewith should assist in the process of 
revising, refining, and amplifying the basic material utilized. The large personnel 
Ttolch participated in its assemblage resulted in sods inaccuracies; definitions and in¬ 
struction were misinterpreted; inadequate data at times necessitated approximations. 

It is realized that present foundation is insecure but with a great deal less errort 
we can now cover the entire country and by continual revision and refinement strengthen 
the foundation upon which sound land-use plans must be built. 
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It is estimated that fully 500 per sens contributed materialxy in the preparaticn 
or the reports and naps. Although the preparation or the reports was the responsibility 
of the Regicnal Foresters, the staffs or foe Forest Experiment Stations collaborated and 
in the majorily of States excellent coopera Hoi was received from the State agencies and 
the representatives cf other Federal Bureaus. 

Since September 15, intlB Washington office, a temporary farce which grew t o thirty 
members and has now dwindled to six was supplemented by experienced personnel in the 
statistical, drafting, and photogrephic fields* This Atlas is, therefore, the Joint 
endeavor cf a relatively large technical organization. 
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DEFINITIONS 


DEFINITIONS (Cont.) 


DEFINITE CNS (Cont.) 


Definitions of terms and instructions used in preparing reports on Farm LDP #1 
(see page 17) are as follows: 

Vertical Classifications - Column No. 1. Horizontal Classlfleatiais: "Current Conditions of Use end Ownership," 


FOREST LANDS: 

"Mature Timber":—Timber of such size as to be currently merchantable for the 
major product to be taken from the area. Stands otherwise classifiable only as second 
growth but cut primarily for so-called minor products, such as chemical distillation, 
fuel wood, mine preps, posts, etc. should not be included in this class. 

"Second Growth":—Stands below mature timber classification as above defined, but 
above 2 inches average diameter d.b.h. and averaging more than 100 trees per acre. 

"Restocking":—Lands supporting an average of more than 100 trees per acre, less 
than 2 inches diameter d.b.h. 

"Not Restocking":—Lands not in three preceding classes, i. e., supporting less 
than an average of 100 trees per acre. Lands falling in this class daould be broken 
down in accordance w ith t he erosion problem thereon. The definitions under "Other 
Open Lands" will apply here, the definition under "Optimum Condition" applying to the 
"Negligible" caption and that under "Serious" applying to "Critical". Do not mske 
any entries on the horizontal line following the "Non-restocking" caption, but report 
only after the three erosion captions. 

"Protection Forest Land":—All land supporting or capeble of supporting a forest 
oover valuable for protective purposes but without commercial value, end not falling 
in any other category. The decision as to whether a given area is to be reported as 
"Protection Forest" or "Other Open Land" will be based on whether or not the type of 
prevalent or natural cover will under normal conditions and protected from fire, reach 
a minimum average height of 6 feet and a density that will provide ground shade com¬ 
parable to that in a timber f onest. Wild lands that will only support lower oover 
than this should be reported as "Open Lands" or under other appropriate captions. The 
acreage reported as "Protection Forest" will be in'addition to that reported after 
"Total Forest Land", ifoich will, be the total commercial forest land. The "Total Forest 
Area", reported in the lower left corner of the form should be t 1 b total protection 
forest plus the total commerci al forest land (the aim of Column 14 entries opposite 
Column 1 captions "Total Forest Land" and "Protection Forest".) 

SPECIAL SERVICE: 

"Parks":—Includes all Private, Municipal, County, State cr Federal lands formally 
dedicated to part uses and so administered or managed. 

"Recreation":—Includes all lands not formally developsd or administered as parks, 
hut dedicated to outdoor recreational use under eitiier private or public manfgemait. 

"Wild Life Refuges":—All lands w it bin which v.ild life is safeguarded from slaughter 
or undue disturbance and afforded adequate opportunity for propagation. 

"Shooting Grounds":— All lands in either private or public ownership and/ar manage¬ 
ment, of which the primary use is for hunting game animals and/or birds. 

OTHER OPEN LANDS: 

This classification is intended especially to meet situations common in the western 
States where treeless lands, while subject to certain incidental uses, are not logically 
classifiable into the other categories used herein. Not to he used for reporting de¬ 
forested areas, which are props rly r epar table as "Forest lands not restocking". "Other 
Open Lands" will include unenclosed non-forest grazing land not parts of farms. 

"Optimum Condition":—Lands upon which the soil cover is in a ncrmal rendition of re¬ 
pose, and the vegetative cover is of reasonably satisfactory density and species. 

"Moderately Eroded":—Lands diowi rg an appreciable degree or either dieet or gully 
erosion, or both; erdinerily accompanied by deficiencies in density and species of 
vegetative oover, 

"Severely Eroded":—Lands containing numerous deep and/or wide gullies, or giving 
evidence of the loss through sheet erosion of the greater part or all of tte productive 
too soil; usually characterized also by vegetative covers of low density and minimum soil 
binding cr economic value. 

PASTURE LANDS :—Enclosed areas, other than integral parts of farms, used primarily or 
exclusively for the pasturage of domestic livestock. Give total areas only, 

FARM LANDS: —All lands oomprisirg parts of farms (i. e., entities of msn age rent primarily 
far the production of agricultural commodities) including grazing lands and Harm woodlots 
which form integral parts of ferms, but not including pastures separate from farms. Give 
total areas only. Farm woodlots recommended to he continued as such are to be reported 
under the appropriate Forest Management heading, (Columns 17, 18 and 19), 


DEPENDENT POPUIAT IONS: 

These oolumns are designed to give at least an approximation of the numbers of 
persons to wham the use of the lands, or of the resources thereof, or employment in 
the protection, improvement or management of the lands, or in the utilization of the 
resources t hereof, is essential to their continued economic and social well-being. 
Persons to whom such use or employment represents more than one-half of their source 
of livelihood stould be classed under "Major Dependence"; those to whom it represents 
loss than one-half their source of livelihood should -be classed under "Minor De¬ 
pendence." Far the purposes of this report consideration duould be given only to 
such dependent populations as are employed in stages of manufacture conducted wi thin 
the unit of report or lhat make Iheir residence therein. In reporting those de¬ 
pendent, fer instaice, upon a paper mill, allowance need not be made far the fact 
that a given mill mey he wholly or partially dependent upon raw material from other 
units of report. Discrepancies due to reporting all the people dependent upon a 
paper mill in one unit of report will be compensated for by the reports for units 
ufoich produce pulpwood but in which there is no mill. Althou^u r^uorting in this 
wey will not give a true picture of thB population actually dependent upon the forest 
lands of individual units, the total figures for large groups of counties will be 
quite representative of* the actual dependence o f population s upon forest lands. 

A given individual should not be reported more than once under "Dependent 
Populati ons." Decision should bereaohedss to which class of land contributes 
most to each individual’s livelihood, and he should be reported as dependent on 
that class only. It i s recognized tint certain individuals are partially de¬ 
pendent upon farming, partly upon forestry, pasturage of livestock, etc., but for 
the sale of simplicity such au individual should he reported es having rtajor or 
minor dependence upon only the class of land use which contributes most to his 
livelihood. 

PRIVATE HOLDINGS: 

"Tax Paid":— Laid 3 for which taxes are delinquent less than three years 
should be included in this column a swell as those on which ell taxes are paid. 

"Tax Delinquent":—Should include only lands upon which three or more years 
taxes are due and unpaid. 

IAIDS IN MUNICIPAL OWNERSHIP :—Should include all hut only lands of kinds listed 
in classification column. Should not include areas acquired for municipal pur¬ 
poses, such as sewerage treatment plants, garbage dumps , etc. 

IANDS IN COUNTY OFallERSEI IP :—Should include all but only lands listed in classi¬ 
fication column. In States where tax delinquent lands revert to county owner¬ 
ship all lands so reverted should be included. 

LANDS IN STATE OWNERSHIP :—Should include all but only lands listed in classi¬ 
fication column. In States where tax delinquent lands revert to State owner¬ 
ship all lands a? reverted should he included. 

LANDS IN FEDERAL O.VNERSB IP ‘.--Should include all Federally-cwned laid s regard¬ 
less of present status or administration; foe nature of which will be at least 
approximately indicated by distribution between the different classifications. 

Horizontal Class if ica tions. "Permanent Forms of Use Offering Greatest 


Promise of Maximum Common Eenefit." 

PRODUCTION OF CULTIVATED CROPS;— Should include only those lands, which so far 
as cai he foreseen, can be used indefinitely fer the production of certain forms 
of cultivated farm crop without serious impairment of their social and economic 
values, provided the proper types of crops and tillage are employed. 

PA STIR AGE OF DOMESTIC LIVES LOCK; —Should include only those lands which in the 
light of present knowledge and under proper principles of range management caa 
he used indefinitely for the pasturage of domestic livestock without serious 
impairment of their social and economic values. Should not include lends listed 
as suitable for production of cultivated crops, nor areas primarily suited for 
timber production on which grazing is a secondary use* 


FOREST MANAGEMENT : 

Intensive Should include those lands for which tinher production appears to be 
the highest economic end social service, and upon which highly developed wood-using 
industries and/or canmunities are or soon will be so vitally dependent for economic 
existence and progress that the anploynent of every applicable principle of silvi¬ 
cultural management clearly will be necessary. 

Extensi ve ;—Those lands for which tinker production apparently will be the highest 
ultimate economic and social service as a basis far probable future wood-using industries 
and/or communities hut where the present or immediately prospective demand for tie timber 
products does not justify nar require other than extensive types of forest nBnegenent 
which will conserve and gradually improve the forest cover without m immediate and com¬ 
plete realization at the optimum growing power of the soil. 

protective; — Those lands upon which the maintenance of a ferest carer is e ssential 
for the adequate protection of the soil or to provide wild life with its necessary en¬ 
vironment , or to stabilize streemflow or to conserve scenic beauty, but not as a primary 
source of timber supply; in view of which the only re<$i iremeats of forest management shall 
be protection against fire, insects, and/or tree diseases, end the establishment and main¬ 
tenance of such physical imirovenEnt s as may be essential to those ends. 

INSPIRATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC, RE CREATE (UAL, ETC.:— Should include all lands which permanently 
fhould be managed and ackninistered as parks, ac as recreational areas other than parks, 
or as areas dedicated to scientific research, where such farms of use are of such dominant 
importance that all other forms of use must be wholly excluded or definitely subordinated. 

"IIP LIFE REFUGES OR PUBLIC EH00TINC GROUNDS ; —Shou31 include (a) all areas from whic h 
tine highest social and/or ecctnomic service will be derived through their use for the pro- 
pegation of wild life by protection against slaughter or serious disturbance op by creation 
of optimum conditions for breeding, and (b) all areas from which tine highest social and/or 
economic service will be derived through their use as shooting or hunting grounds, and 
where other forms of use or management will be incompatible with that major service. The 
lands to be reported as Wild Life Refuges are those on which wild life protection is the 
primary use. Thus state game refuges and similar areas on which wild life protection is 
secondary to other uses such as timber production, grazing, farming, etc., will not he re¬ 
ported. Information on such wild life refuges will be obtained from other sources. 

NUMBERS OF PER 3D IE LAND WILL SUPPORT : — In this column opposite each vertical classification 
there should he Inserted the best attainable approximation of the number of persons that 
can be expected to derive a satisfactory standard of living from each classification of 
land, with due regard to the proposed permanent ferraof use and management. This will have 
to be based upon the probable number cf workers who will find employment upon such lands, 
multiplied by the average number of persons per family, or per worker, which is or may be 
appropriate in the particular region. The objective is to show approximately the population 
which, under the proposed types of management and ownership, can he expected to maintain 
itself acoording to acceptable stmdards either -through the use of the lands or their 
resQurces, or by employment in the management of the lands or in the utilization of Iheir 
resource s. 


The Grand Totals of each column should be divided betwesi the five major classes of 
ownership so as to show (a) the apparently desirable changes from current to future owner¬ 
ship and management and (b) the apparently appropriate division of responsibility and ob¬ 
ligation for the best permanent management of the lands in each future classification. 

Under the proposed future plan of use, there would be an epproximet, im of foe divi¬ 
sion of responsibility between the five agencies concerned. PrebthLy ell the neimarent 
farm and pasture land would be privately owned. The other categories YrouId be variously 
divided. 

The form also is intendeu to show statistically the proposed transit! ons-from one 
fonra of use to another. If 2,560 acres now occupied by mature timber eventually should 
he devoted to farm-crop producti cn , that fact will be indicated by inserting the 2,560 
under tiie caption "Production Cultivated Crops," and opposite the classification "Mature 
Timber", Conversely, if 2,560 acres now in farms ifoould be devoted to intern si ve forest 
management, that fact would be made evident by inserting the figure 2,560 under the 
caption "Forest Mamgamen t-Intensiva" and opposite the classification "Farm Lands." 

Abandoned Farms. An idue faim, only temporarily vacant, should he reported as farm laid. 
Farms definitely ahaadoned, with no attempt being made to maintain them and little likeli¬ 
hood of their again being used es farms rtiouldbe reported as "forest,’* "other open land" 
or "pastures" depending upon whether or not they are on ereas naturally forested or tree¬ 
less, and upon the use to which they are being put. 


BEST F3RMANCIT OWNERIHIP:—Bottom lines< 


OUTLINE FOR WRITTEN REPORTS IN SUPF0RT OF DATA AND MAPS SUBMITTED 

Separate explanatory statements and answers to questions have been submitted for each 7. Mention any impartout conflicting view points which developed in ar- 

State. These include reference to conditions peculiar to specific counties. The state- riving at the best permanent ownership recommend all on s. 

inerts are summarizod on pages 3—16 in accordance with the following outline: g # How were the figures as to t he number of persons land will permanently 

A. Explanations designed to afford a correct understanding of data and maps submitted, support arrived e t? 

.. . . _ .. ,. _ . . .. _ . 9, Cover any other points which ere pertinent to a foil understanding of 

1. V/bat is the basis for the estimates of those areas tax delinquaat o-ver three yrs.?^ ^ ^ s submitted. 

2. How was the acreage figure represent! np the borderline between small and large 

holdings arrived at? w ' B. Cost of reconr.ended public program fer forest lands, 

3. Give the basis for any large changes in use which are recamended, such es from 10, ’That percentage cf the additions 1 acreage reoomaided for public forests 

forest to cultivation or from farm lands to forest. do y° u estimate m£y be acquired through tax reversion to the State or counties? 


4. Give the basis for recommenlations fer the establishm®t of special service areas 
end indicate whether such proposals are concurred in by the representatives of the agencies 
primarily concerned with such special services, or are believed t o be inadequate by such 
repr e sen + at i ve s * 

5. Explain any differences at opinion which arose in deciding upon tte desirable 
intensity of mmngement of forest areas. 

6. How were the recommendations as to best pennon en t owner sh ip aruti ved at? 


11. Y/hat do you es.timete wi 1 ! be the average cost per acre of acquiring 
the other land recommended f or puubl ic forests? 

12. What do you estimate will be the required average cost per acre for 
initial development and administrati ve improvements under each farm of management? 

In ten si ve_ 

Extensi ve_ 

Prot e cti ve_ 


13. What do you estimate will be the required annual cost per acre for protection 
and cultural improrerrerts under each form of management? 

In tens ive_ 

Extensi ve 
Protective 


14. To what extent should the Federal Government participate in the protection, 
development and improvement of forests uunder the administration of other public or of 
private agencies? 

C. Organizati on and method cf attack, 

15. Report briefly the manner in which the work was organized, branches and in¬ 
dividuals to vihich assigned, cooperating agencies, etc. 

16. Describe the procedure followed in preparing the tabular portion of the report. 
(Far example, what figure of figures were used to start with? Y/as a horizontal or a 
vertical breakdown made first and in what order?) 

D. Source Material and References (to be retained in Regional Forester’s files.). 

17. Specific citations to source material and reference to location of some; to be 
filed with individual county, state and regianal reports to which they apply. 

18. Map6. printed material, memoranda, statements, surveys, etc. to be preserved and 
filed so as to be accessible for future reference. 
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2 


3 
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Alabama 

Records of State For¬ 
estry Com. All tax de¬ 
linquent lands auto¬ 
matically placed un¬ 
der its supervision. 

Arbitrarily fixed at 
5000 acres by Reg. 
Office. 

Non-restocking areas 
in central and South 
Central section rec. 
for pasturage acct. 
of good grass and 
fairly prosperous 
cattle industry. Sub¬ 
marginal areas in gen¬ 
eral recommended for 
forest. 

Embody rec. of a- 
gencies concerned. 

Arizona 

Data obtained by LUP 
from County, and ad¬ 
mittedly rough. 

Average size home¬ 
stead unit of 160 
acres was natural 
dividing line. 

No change rec. due to 
limiting conditions 
of moisture and alti¬ 
tude. See Report Pages 

1 & 2. Multiple use on 
both timbered and open 
lands. 

Except Yavapai Co. 
data in report is 
limited to exteri¬ 
or bdrys. of N F 
State agencies ap¬ 
proved rec. 

Arkansas 

Very incomplete 

County Records. 
Emergency State 

Laws. 

Fixed at 5000 acres 
by Reg. Office. 

Farm woodlots trans¬ 
ferred to forest lands 
and rec. for Intensive 
Private management. 

Rec. of agencies 
concerned accept¬ 
ed and so reported. 

California 

Census figures for 

Agr. lands. Scho¬ 
field report of 

1932 for forest 
lands. Figures 
used not satis¬ 
factory. 

Census figures for 
Agr. land. Working 
circle reports for 
timber lands. For 
other lands an est¬ 
imate by Barrett A 
Show. 

See Report. Discussed 
by Groups of Counties 
where similar types 
occur. 

Discussed by 

Groups of Counties 
as in 3. 

Colorado 
(Reg. 2) 

For 12 Counties, 

C W A proj. #F-o 

For remaining 32 
counties informa¬ 
tion obtained by 

For. Sups, presum¬ 
ably from County 
Records. 

Arbitrarily fixed 
at 2560 acres by 
Regional Office 

Largest change is from Rec. based on de¬ 
farm land to pasture on mands for recrea- 
those dry farming areas tion use and win- 
not supporting occupants, ter range re- 
Smaller acreage of same quirements for 

lands rec. for forest wild life. No 

and recreation. To a mention made of 

lesser extent same tran- concurrence of 

sition rec. for irrigat- other agencies, 

ed areas lacking suffi¬ 
cient water. 

Colorado 
(Reg. 4) 

No tax delinquent 
land included. 

Only one HO acre 
tract of private 
land involved. 

None recommended 

No special service 
areas recommended 

Connecticut 

Farm Real Estate 

Tax. Delinquency 
study made by 

C W A 

500 acre figure 
arrived at by 

State Foresters 
of New England 

State. 

0hanges recommended 
in accordance with 
submarginal land 
survey conducted by 
Conn. State College 

Proposals made and 
concurred in by all 
State Agencies 

Delaware 

None reported 

Selected by rea^- 
son of knowledge 
? holdings in 
areas reported on. 

Based on fact that 
large areas of farm 
land are in process 
of abandonment. 

Rec. approved by 
representative of 
agency concerned. 


3 


5 


State plan adopted 
for State_forests. 
Our rec. for Feder¬ 
al and private lands 
approved by State 
For. Com. 


None 


State For. believes 
too large an acreage 
in Southern Ark. and 
Delta area was rec. 
for Int. Man. Criti¬ 
cize basic principles 
rather than inclusion 
of this area. 


No important differ- 
ences of opinion. 


Some difference of 
opinion, presumably 
among Reg. personnel, 
due to uncertainty of 
industrial or communi¬ 
ty dependence on tim¬ 
ber production. 


None 


State For. suggested 
90# Int. & 10# Ext. 
Forester for Conn. 
Agr. Exp. Station 
rec. 75# Int. & 25# 
Ext. Latter figure 
adopted. 


None 


6 


7 


9 


State land intensive. Duty of None 

State to show best form of man¬ 
agement to private owners. Most 
productive lands left in private 
ownership, should be intensively 
managed. Least productive lands 
rec. for Fed. Ownership,and ex¬ 
tensive management. No areas rec. 
for prot. man. due to low alti¬ 
tudes and inaccessibility. 


R. 0. Figures for 
Forest land. Int. 

Man. 1 to 200 acres. 
Ext. Man. 1 to 5&4 a. 

5 dependents for each 
worker. Census for Agr. 
Dept. (See next to last 
par. Page 3 explaining 
how woodlots were hand¬ 


led). 


Detailed Inf. on 
State land policy, 
fire protection, 
man. of private 
land and summary 
of present and rec. 
use on Pages 6 to 
10 of Report. 


Federal lands control situation. 
Slow growth and low yields make 
private ownership unprofitable. 
Therefore, all forest land was 
rec. for Fed. ownership. 


None and See Statement G. A. Pear- None 
none likely son. Separate figures for 
to develop, saw-timber and woodland 
types for each class of 
management. 


Forests in So. Ark. and Delta 
area rec. for private ownership 
on acct. of productivity and low 
elevations. North half, mountain¬ 
ous, important for watershed prot. 
and existing erosion problem rec. 
for Federal ownership. 


Rec. under R. 0. figures for for- 
6 is a re- est land. Int. Man. 1 

vision of to 200 A. Ext. Man. 1 

orig. rec. to 5^4 A. Prot. Man 1 

made by Reg. to 10,000 A. This means 

For. and not gainful workers. Depen- 
discussed dents per gainful work- 

with State er not indicated. 

Agent. 


Misc. Comments 


Basis of rec. for different types 
set forth on Pages 4 to 6 of re¬ 
port. 


None of im¬ 
portance 


For Agr. land present 
census figures for farm 
population were used for 
major dependency: all or 
part of non-farm rural 
population for minor de¬ 
pendency. For all other 
lands various methods 
for the different types. 
See Report. 


Other maps showing 
problem areas, to¬ 
pography, population 
distribution of rain¬ 
fall, watershed areas 
deer and quail ond 
recreational us sub¬ 
mitted to present a 
clearer picture of 
use and ownership 
problems. 


Non-supporting, dry farming 
areas should go largely into 
pasturage and forests and over- 
grazed and eroding lands which 
round out bdrys. added to Nat. 
For. Also cutover or mature 
timber lands essential for 
watershed protection should be 
in public ownership. 


None in 
principle 
State Agen¬ 
cies empha¬ 
sized neces¬ 
sity of grad¬ 
ual process 
in effecting 
changes due 
to upsetting 
of political 
units. 


Based on data obtained 
from previous studies, 
especially that of Spr¬ 
ing of 1934. 


None 


By consultation in Reg. Off. None 

Only area considered lies 
within LaSalle Nat. For. 


jjetermined in Reg. Off 
Farm-1 Maj. & 2 Minor 
for S0A. Pasture-1 Maj 
and 2 Min. for 20,000A 
Int. For. 1 Maj. & 10 
Minor for 750 A. Ext. 
For. 1 Maj. & 5 Minor 
for 1200A. Prot. For. 

1 Maj. & 2 Minor for 
2000 A. Wildlife, etc. 
1 Maj. & 10 Minor for 
1200 A. Parks & recre¬ 
ations variable. 4 de¬ 
pendents to 1 gainful 
worker. 


Map present use based 
on 1931 Revision of 
Copeland Report. Ero¬ 
sion data prepared in 
conference with Intes- 
mountain Exp. Sta. 


Based on trends of population None Agr. land, same as at None 

and experience and policies of present. Forest land- 

State Agencies concerned. procedure outlined in 

Reg. For. letter of 

August S. Parks and 

Recreation, - 1 to 100 
A. Wild life Refuges - 
same as at present. 

Minor dependency-same 
as at present. 


By reason of personal knowledge. 


By conference with 
agricultural officialn 


Refer to “OUTLINE FOR WRITTEN 
REPORTS IN SUPPORT OF DATA AND 
MAPS SUBMITTED", bottom of page 2. 
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Florida 


leorgi;* 


1 


2 


3 


4 


County Tax Assessors 
and report of State 
planning Board of 
Feb. 1933- 


Fixed at 5000 acres 
by Reg. Off. 


Agr. areas suitable 
for permanent Agr. 
as determined by 
State Geologist. 
Also existence of 
established forest 
Ind. and dependent 
population. 


Submarginality of 
lands in Piedmont 
and mountainous 
sections, also e- 
rosive problem and 
financial breakdown 
of private owners. 


Existing areas con¬ 
sidered adequate. 

No changes reo. 


Rec. of agencies 
concerned concurr¬ 
ed in by represent¬ 
atives of same. 


County Tax Collectors Fixed at 5000 acres 
principally. Not exact by Reg. Off. 
only an indicator. 


5 


b 


7 


g 


9 


Lands of higher pro- Based on soil and cover type 

ductive capacity rec. map, success of present use 

for int. man. Those and population dependency. 

of lower productive 

capacity for ext. & 

prot. man. No difference: 

of opinion. 


See Pages 2 
& 3 of Repo¬ 
rt for dif¬ 
ferences of 
opinion as 
to best per¬ 
manent owner¬ 
ship in south¬ 
ern half. No 
difference on 
northern half. 


R.0. figures for for¬ 
est land. 

Int.-l to 200A 

Ext.-l to 564 a 

Prot-1 to 10,000A 
(This means 1 gain¬ 
ful worker) 


Everglades area 
omitted from study. 


None between State & 

F. S. Officers. Some 
question as to inten¬ 
sity on private forests 
in N. half of state, 
finally decided upon 
extensive 


Problem areas 1, 2 & 6 out¬ 
lined on map and division as 
to both ownership and manage¬ 
ment discussed and decided 
upon in conference between 
State For. and F. S. officials. 


None 


Reg. Off. figures for Misc. Comments 
forest land. 

Int. — 1 to 200A 

Ext. - 1 to 564A 

Prot.- 1 to 10,000A 
This means gainful work¬ 
ers. Dependents per gain¬ 
ful worker not indicated. 


Refer to “OUTLINE FOR WRITTEN 
PFPDRTS IN SUPPORT OF DATA AND 
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Idaho 
(Region 4) 


County Assessors and 
F S Taxation summary 
prenared in 1928 


Dividing line set 
at 5000 acres in 
conference between 
Reg. Off. and For¬ 
estry officials of 
Utah and Idaho 


Only large changes 
rec. are in Special 
Service areas. 


All changes rec. were 
suggested and concurr¬ 
ed in by all agencies 
concerned. 


No appreciable dif¬ 
ferences. 


Idaho 
(Region l) 


Chiefly from data 
gathered by F S dur¬ 
ing winter of 19 —t 


Line of demarcation Negligible acreage Continuance of pre¬ 
drawn between larger from forest to sent Nat. & State 

owners who could be farm. Areas rec. Parks & existing & 

considered more or from farms to for- additional primitive 
less permanent and est based on un— areas. Also strips 

the smaller misc. successful efforts along lake shores 

scattered ownership, at profitable farm- and important high- 

ing. Concurred in ways. Figures not 
generally by AAA discussed with any 

representatives. ’’Special Service" 

Areas so rec. are agencies 
only indicative. 

Definite areas will 
need refinement. 


Based on accessi¬ 
bility. Intensive 
for immediately 
accessible; exten¬ 
sive if accessible 
in future; protec¬ 
tive if probably 
never accessible 
Both physical and 
economic factors 
considered. No 
marked difference 
of opinion. 


Illinois 

County Records 

Set at 160 acres 
after discussion 
with competent 
advisors and check¬ 
ing of available 
records. 

Based entirely on 
Soil Survey and 
knowledge of soils 
men of the Univer¬ 
sity. 

State rec. deter¬ 
mined by State A- 
genoy. Federal Rec. 
based on opinion 
chiefly of L.0. 

Trigg. Special 

Service areas rec. 
thought to be too 
small by State of¬ 
ficials concerned. 

Areas rec. for 
Fed. ownership 
not concurred in 
by Locks. Some 
confusion over 
special service 
areas. See sup¬ 
plemental report 
by S. S. Locks. 

Indiana 

Based on a C W A 

Tax Del. study su¬ 
pervised by Purdue 
University for co¬ 
unties not covered 
comparative figures 
were used. 

Fixed at 175 acres 
at a conference of 

U S F S, State and 
AAA officials. 

Entirely farm land 
to forest. Based 
on studies made by 
Purdue University, 
AAA directors & 
For. Div. of Con. 
Dept. 

Addition to present 
areas believed would 
improve wild life 
conditions. All rec. 
concurred in by State 
Agencies. 

Some debate re¬ 
garding rec. int, 
man. for private 
lands, but deci¬ 
sion reached to 
so rec. some a- 
reas. 


Iowa 


Records maintained Arbitrarily deter- 
by Iowa State College, rained by experts 

of State College. 


No large changes None recommended 
recommended. Areas 
rec. for forest had 
been classed as woods 
and wastelands; were 
mapped by CIA work¬ 
ers, winter of 1933> 
under supervision of 
State col. 


None 


Kansas 

(Not reported on 

Nov. 9, 193*0 





Kentucky 

General knowledge 
of Forester & Asst. 
For. of State. 

In 6 Counties 

250 A. Balance 
of Counties, av¬ 
erage size of 
farm from Census. 

Chiefly farm to forest 
based on submarginality 
and abandonment. 

Changes suggest¬ 
ed by Agencies 
concerned were 
concurred in. 

None 


Louisiana 


Basis for estimate 
not given. None 
shown under private 
ownership since 
theoretically all 
such lands revert 
to state. Unlimit¬ 
ed redemption peri¬ 
od. 


Fixed at 5000 Principal change from 

acres by Reg. Off. farm to forest in del¬ 
ta area reported as 
submarginal and being 
rapidly abandoned. 


Rec. approved 
by State For. 
New areas rec. 
need approval 
of Army Eng. 

& Biological 
Survey. 


None 


Maine 


State Board of As¬ 
sessors, Boards of 
Selectmen and As¬ 
sessors. 


Set at 1,000 A, 
based on belief 
that acreage & 
over were inter¬ 
ested in forest 
lands as a per¬ 
manent invest¬ 
ment. 


Scattered farm lands 
economically desir¬ 
able for conversion 
to forest. 


None made 


None 
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In general, lands chiefly val¬ 
uable for watershed protection 
were rec. for Fed. ownership; 
those chiefly valuable for tim¬ 
ber production, for County and 
private ownership. For details 
see Pages 1 to 3 of report. 


Based generally on findings at 
time Copeland Report was pre¬ 
pared. Areas for State Forests 
limited by policy of State Land 
Com. Chief consideration was 
there was any chance for other 
than ultimate public ownership 
due to opinions expressed by 
large owners as to financial 
impossibility to retain land 
to produce new crop of timber 
after present stand has been 
removed. 


Question of financing influ¬ 
enced. Allocations suggested 
by State representatives, who 
desired maximum of Fed. owner¬ 
ship. In general those areas 
needed to safeguard public 
interests were rec. for public 
ownership. 


By conference of State Agen¬ 
cies and U S F S and State 
AAA Director. 50$ to remain 
in private ownership, 30 $ 
to State, 17$ in Federal & 

3$ in County 


All areas believed suitable 
were rec. for Fed. ownership 
remainder for State & County 
ownership. 


On basis of demonstration 
and watershed protection 
values 


Private ownership rec. on 
best producing areas; State 
demonstration forests repre¬ 
sentative of various forest 
conditions; Fed. ownership 
for less productive and sub- 
marginal lands. 


Result of conversations with 
men acquainted with forest 
and farm conditions and with 
town officers. 


8 


None Determined in conference with State Misc. Notes 

Officials. 

Farm-1 maj. & 2 minors for 80A. 

Pasture-1 maj. & 2 minors for 20,000A 
Int.For.-l maj. & 10 minors for 750A 
Ext.For.-1 maj. & 5 minors for 1200A 

Prot.For.l maj. & 2 " H 2000A 

Wild Lifel maj. & 10 " " 1200A 

Parks & Recreation Variable 
Four dependents to each gainful work¬ 
er. 


Conflict- See Report Pages 4 and 
ing views 
as to acre¬ 
age of State 
lands between 
State Land Com. 
and State For¬ 
ester. Latter 
favors increas¬ 
ed acreage of 
State forests 
and former does 
not. See page 
4 of report. 


4-a. Numerous pertinent 

comments-Pages 4 & 

5 of report. 

(Report combined with 
that of other states 
in Region) 


None of im- Int.‘ For.-l Major Dep. for 80A 
portance. Ration between major & minor 8 
to 1. Farms - 1 major to 25A 
Special Service-Same as at present. 


Comments regarding 
Maps #3 and 4. 


None 


For farm lands see Report Pages 

2 & 3 . 

Forest lands—1 maj. dep. for 80A 
or 1 family of 4 for each 320 A. 

1 minor dep. for each 600A or -1 
family of 4 for each 2400A. 


Kankakee River 
area indicated as 
wild life refuge 
under extensive 
forest management. 


None Base on man days of work annually Iowa strong for 

required as determined by previous National Forests, 
land use planning studies. All Int. 

Man. Int. Forest. - 1 maj. dep. for 
gOA. " ’’ - 1 min. * " 

600A. 


None In consultation with State Con¬ 

sultant and U S F S One gainful 
worker to 12 acres of bottom¬ 
land up to 25 acres in some 
western sections of State. No 
figures for forest lands. 


Some objec- Reg. Off. figures for forest 
tion by State land. Int. — 1 to 200 acres 
Forester to Ext. - 1 to 5^4 acres, 
extension of Prot.— 1 to 10,000 acres. 
Catahoula U- Multiplied by family ratio for 
nit; also to total dependents. Used Census 
establishment Ratio, 
of both State 
& N. F. in 
another sec¬ 
tion of State. 


No report Census figures, instructions in 
outline and best judgment of 
writers. 


(Report states: 

"Mentioned on sepa¬ 
rate sheet". Sepa¬ 
rate sheet not lo¬ 
cated. 


Refer to “OUTLINE FOR WRITTEN 
REPORTS IN SUPPORT OF DATA AND 
MAPS SUBMITTED”, bottom of page 2. 
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Where State plans 
existed they were 
recognized. Other 
rec. represent 
test judgment of 
State For. Off. 

books and figures 
obtained used as 
factor for rest of 
county. 


Maryland Study made by Exten¬ 
sion Service in 1932. 
Sample election dis¬ 
tricts selected, de¬ 
linquency in these 
obtained from tax 


Best judgment of All changes based on 
State Forest Offi- soil types as deter- 
cers, consideration mined by soil survey 
being given to av- by Bureau of Chemis- 
erage sized farm try and Soils, 
listed in census. 


Massachusetts None reported. Ain’t, 
very small. 


Based on average 
size of farms. 
Fixed at 100 acres. 


No rec. for large 
changes in use be¬ 
cause land use in 
state is fairly 
well stabilized. 


Rec. in accordance 
with plan already 
adopted by State. 
Concurred in by 
State Advisory 
Committee. 


Michigan 


Actual listing of 
tracts from books 
of Auditor General 
and County Records. 


No division made 
due to great dif¬ 
ferences of opin¬ 
ion. Fed. Agencies 
used 1000 acres as 
dividing line. 


Determined by ex¬ 
perts from Mich. 
State College. A- 
reas rec. for con¬ 
version farm land 
to forest due to 
submarginality & 
abandonment. 


Determined by 
heads of Con¬ 
servation Dept. 


Minnesoto Data from Tax Com¬ 
mission for some 
counties; for re¬ 
maining counties 
estimates of State 
Forester and com¬ 
parison with other 
counties of known 
delinquency. 


320 acres for for- No large changes 
est land since this either way. 
figure was used in 
a tax study made in 
1926. 260 acres for 
farm lands since per¬ 
tinent data in Cen¬ 
sus Report was based 
on this figure. 


None rec. 


Mississippi None reportable ac¬ 
cording to defini¬ 
tion. In April, fol¬ 
lowing first years 
delinquency, lands 
offered at public 
auction. Lands not 
bid in are conveyed 
to state subject to 
3 yr. redemption 
period. If not re¬ 
deemed in the 3 yr. 
period they revert 
incontestably to 
State. 


(3) 

Chiefly farm land 
to forest due to 
submarginal and 
erosive character 
of lands in the 
"brown loan belt." 


w 

Embodied rec. of 
State Agencies in 
charge of such 
areas. 


( 2 ) 

5000 acre 
figure set up 
by Reg. Off. 


Missouri 


For 36 counties based 
m CWA study of 2 yrs. 
delinquency. Adjusted 
for 3 yr. del. and av¬ 
erage applied to rema¬ 
ining counties. 


Report describes me¬ 
thods of obtaining 
total acreage of 
"large" & "small" 
holdings but mentions 
no specific division 
line. 


Chiefly from pas¬ 
ture land to for¬ 
est, also crop 
land to pasture. 
Such rec. forest 
areas to be manag¬ 
ed primarily for 
timber production 
but also for graz¬ 
ing as an import¬ 
ant but minor use. 


Rec. for State 
controlled areas 
made by state 
agencies concern¬ 
ed. Federal areas 
rec. specifically 
for migratory bird 
refuges. All rec. 
concurred in by 
all agencies con¬ 
cerned. 


Montana 


For 17 Counties, tax 
del. maps obtained 
from AAA. For remain¬ 
ing counties by apply¬ 
ing ratios of compar¬ 
able counties. 


Line drawn between 
larger owners who 
could be considered 
more or less perma¬ 
nent and the smaller 
raise, scattered own¬ 
erships. 


See Remarks for 
Idaho, Reg. 1. 


See remarks for 
Idaho, Reg. 1. 


None. All forested areas 
rec. for Int. Management 
except lands classified 
by Bur. of Soils & Chem. 
as rough, stony land, 
which were rec. for Ext. 
management. 


Apparently none. 


State group refused to 
make a division on 
ground that wild life 
and recreational areas 
in State are and should 
be as intensively man¬ 
aged as timber pro¬ 
duction areas. 


No permanent differ¬ 
ences. 


Some difference of 
opinion as to whether 
private owners could 
or would apply degree 
of management recom¬ 
mended. 


Some difference of 
opinion as to inten¬ 
sive man. of areas 
rec. for conversion 
from pasture to for¬ 
est, which areas are 
also to be grazed. 
Decision reached that 
all best forest land 
should be intensively 
managed. 


See Remarks for Idaho, 
Reg. 1. 
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Based on existing policies and 
best- judgment of State Forest 
Officers. 


In continuation of plan now 
in process of accomplishment. 
Towns for this study selected 
by Com. of Conservation, Com. 
of Agr. and Chief of Land E- 
conomics Dept, of State Col¬ 
lege. 


’rivate holdings of large 
blocks of mature timber, re¬ 
creation and mining lands to 
remain in private ownership. 
Federal units expanded so as 
not to conflict with State 
plans. Remaining areas de¬ 
signated for State ownership. 


Present Nat'l Forests and ex¬ 
tensions as proposed under 
Fed. Ownership. State Own. as 
outlined by State Com. Remain¬ 
ing land under private owner¬ 
ship but State protection. 


Recommendations are result 
of conferences between F S, 
State Forester and State AAA 
Consultant. Areas assuring 
quickest financial returns 
rec. for private ownership, 
also those where some form 
of management now exists. 
Balance to State and Fed. 
Gov't as decided in confer¬ 
ence. 


Federal ownership ior areas 
in estab. Purch. Units. State 
ownership for as large areas 
as State Agency would accept. 
Private ownershiprtiere.farm 
or private special service 
predominates. Municipal, where 
cities could finance them and 
social problems made them de¬ 
sirable. 


Conforms generally to opinions 
of State For., Com. of State 
Land Board and by representa^- 
tive of one of largest timber 
land owners in State. Also 
see remarks for Idaho, Reg. 1, 
in regard to probabilities of 
ultimate public ownership. A- 
lienated acreage rec. for Fed. 
ownership for- administrative 
reasons. 


Little dif- Farms-1 gainful worker to 


ficulty ex- 30 

perienced. Int. 

Present con— to 

trol of land Ext. 

use and chang- to 

ing ownership 
too uncertain 
for setting 
up positive 
plan. 


to 60 acres. 

For.- 1 gain, worker 
300 acres. 

For.- 1 gain, worker 
600 acres. 


Military reservations 
listed as shooting 
grounds unless of 
distinctly park 
character. 


Apparently 

none 


Based on population statistics 
and census data furnished by 
U. S. 


Expansion of 
Ottawa Purch. 
Unit to the 
West agreed 
upon by State 
representatives 
only in case 
private owners 
of mature tim¬ 
ber lands will 
not agree to 
sustained yield 
management. 


Int. Forest-1 maj. dep. to 
150 acres & 1 minor dep. to 
600 acres. Ext. & Prot. For 
1 major dep. to 600 acres & 

1 minor dep. to 2400 acres. 


Misc. Comments 


Some clash be- Same as for Michigan and 
tween State of- Wisconsin, 
ficials over 
some areas ten¬ 
tatively rec. 
for State forests. 

While area along 
International Bdry. 
has been reported 
for State ownership. 

Forest Service feels 
that Fed. ownership 
is more logical. 


None 


Reg. Off. figures for forest 
land. Int. - 1 to 200A; Ext. 

1 to 564-A; Prot.-l to 10,000A. 
+ dependents to each gainful 
worker. Parks,-1 worker or 4- 
dependents per park unless 
large enough to warrant more. 
Farm dependencies supplied by 
State AAA Consultant, based or 
1930 Census. 


Information regard¬ 
ing control of so- 
called school lands 
Section 16 most of 
which are under lease 
to individuals. 


Dean of State 
Agr. Col. felt 
that divisions 
between State & 
Federal owner¬ 
ship was an ar¬ 
bitrary one, de¬ 
tails of which 
would have to be 
worked out later. 
Getting lands out 
of private owner¬ 
ship is important 
consideration. 


Farms - 10 acres crop land & 

20 acres pasture for one maj. 
dep. Allotted 2 acres arop 
land to each maj. dep. on for¬ 
est land, thus making them mi¬ 
nor dep. on farm land. Forest¬ 
one major dep. and one minor 
for each 120 acres under int. 
management. For protective man. 
double the acreage for inten¬ 
sive. 


Social probiems in 
mining areas. Dis¬ 
cussion of misuse of 
lands. 


None mentioned See Report Pages 4- and 4-a. 
for Montana 


Basis of figures 
and other data in 
detail. 


Refer to “OUTLINE FOR WRITTEN 
REPORTS IN SUPPORT OF DATA AND 
MAPS SUBMITTED”, bottom of page 2. 
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Nebraska Report covers only 
gross area embraced, 
in Nebraska Nat'l 
Forest. Only 1133 
acres alienated la¬ 
nd in the forest, 
none of which is 
tax delinquent. 


No division apolied Acquisition of 1133 Entire forest is State 
on account of small acres of adjusted Game Refuge. Even camp- 

acreage involved. land. No large chang- ing is prohibited ex¬ 
es involved. cept on 5 acres recom¬ 

mended for public camp 
sites. 


Nevada 
(Reg. 4) 


County Assessors. 
Data obtained sup¬ 
plemented and check¬ 
ed with F S,taxation 
summary prepared in 
1923. 


Set at 5000 acres by None except that 
Reg. Office and Idaho 443,030 acres of 
and Utah Forest School chiefly protec- 
heads. tion forest and 

open lands is rec. 
primarily for wild 
life to provide 
ample winter range. 


Arrived at by conferences 
between supervisors and 
Regional Fish and Game 
Officer. 


Nevada (See California) 

(Reg. 5) 


New 

Hampshire 


State Tax Commission 


Used average as in¬ 
dicated on photostat 
reference data, page 
10 of Reg. For. in¬ 
structions of Aug. 3 


Changes from farm 
to forest embrace 
lands reverting to 
forest still list¬ 
ed as farms by cen¬ 
sus. Few towns in 
New Hampshire less 
than 75 to 95$ for¬ 
ested. 


Conservative estimate 
agreed upon by consult¬ 
ants. 


New Jersey (No Report Nov. 9, 1934) 


New Mexico County Records. Set at 160 acres, 

Data is admittedly approximate aver- 
rough but best avail- age size of home- 
able in time allotted, stead units. 


No change recommend- Areas rec. both inside 
ed from farm to for- and outside Nat. Forest 
est nor forest to Bdry. based on former 
farm due to limiting study of demand for such 
conditions of mois- areas on N F lands. Rec. 
ture and altitude. confirmed by State Agen- 
See Report Pages 1 & cies. 

2. Multiple use on 
both timbered and 
open lands. 


New fork None reported 


Census data and None recommended State Park Council de- 


experience in ac¬ 
quisition of more 
than 2,000,000 acres. 


dined to furnish in¬ 
formation. Game Refuge 
areas as rec. by Con¬ 
servation Dept. 


North County Tax Col- 

Carolina lectors. Rough 

estimates only 
and probably low. 


p000 acres fixed 
by Reg. Off. 


Chiefly farm to Rec. are those of State 

forest and espec- For. and Asst. Director 

ially in Piedmont of Conservation. Nat. 
Section. Such large Park Service and Biol, 
changes rec. on acct.Survey not consulted, 
erosion, submarginal- 
ty and isolated loca¬ 
tion. 


North 

Dakota (No report Nov. 9, 1934) 


Ohio 


Chiefly from data 
obtained in a CWA 
project, 1933 - 3 ^ 
under supervision 
of State University. 


First set at 160 
by conference, then 
changed to 175 acres 
to coincide with cen¬ 
sus data. 


No great changes 
necessary. In por¬ 
tions of a few 
counties agr. should 
be abandoned for for¬ 
estry. Such areas 
should be in public 
ownership. 


None rec. Areas rec. 
for forests will fur¬ 
nish such uses. 
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None 


None 


None. Inten¬ 
sive man. rec. 
chiefly on 
public lands 
and woodlands 
attached to 
farms. 


None. Rec. 
based on know¬ 
ledge gained 
in preparation 
of present man¬ 
agement olans 
and last logg¬ 
ing and apprai¬ 
sal reports. 


None 


None mention¬ 
ed. 


Only interpre¬ 
tation of terms. 


Alienated acreage rec. None 

for Fed. ownership for 
administrative reasons. 


Determined by past employment 
to which were added present 
permittees and probably future 
users. 


Area of 103,445 
acres to be plant¬ 
ed recommended for 
intensive manage¬ 
ment. Remainder of 
forest classed as 
Open Lands. 


Concensus of ooinion in None By conference with Reg. Off. Basic data from 

Rep-. Off. supplemented and Forest and Agr. School which maps were 

by opinions of State heads of Utah and Idaho. prepared, 

officials. All tax del. 
land, all tax paid for¬ 
est land and all serious¬ 
ly eroded County land 
rec. for Fed. ownership 
All remaining State own¬ 
ed land to private owner¬ 
ship. Population of State 
too small to support 
State forests. 


Best judgment of con¬ 
sultants. 


Best judgment Obtained from a formula based 
of consultants, on present dependent population. 


Formula mentioned 
under 3 not attach¬ 
ed as stated in re¬ 
port. 


Most of timbered area of 
State now in Fed. owner¬ 
ship or control. Due to 
slow growth, light yields 
and limited markets private 
owners are convinced that 
Forestry in the State is a 
public function. In general 
rec. Federal ownership of 
saw-timber type within and 
adjacent to Nat. For. to¬ 
gether with areas of so- 
called woodland forests and 
open land needed to round 
out boundaries. State timber 
land holdings will eventually 
be exchanged for open graz¬ 
ing land. 


None develop- Dependency based on data pre- 
ed & none like- pared by Director of S. W. For. 
ly to develop and Range Exp. Sta. by types, 
in future. See his supplementary report 

attached to Report for State 


None 


Based on established acaui- None Not reported. Reports cover 

sition policies. Adirondack and 

Catskill Forest 
Preserve areas 
and remaining 
counties having 
potential forest 
land. 


Larger areas with least None 

prospect of financial re¬ 
turns rec. for Fed. owner¬ 
ship; smaller areas of 
better productive capacity 
for State Forests; most 
productive lands and wood- 
lots to private ownership. 


Int.l gainful worker per 200 A. Basis of figures 
Ext.l ■ « « 564 A in Cols. 15 & l6 

Prot.l » " "10,000A of Farms L U P # 1. 

Future farm dependency, same as 
at present. 


Low quality land in S. E. None 

Ohio unattractive to pri¬ 
vate enterprise, hence rec. 
for public ownership. Div¬ 
ision between State and 
Federal arrived at in con¬ 
ference of F. S. and State 
For. officials. 


On farm land: 

Present major dep. maintained 
and a 25 $ minor dep. added. 
Present dep. is 1 person to 3 
acres or average family of 4£ 
to 33 acres. Forest land: av. 
family of 4|- to 36 O acres.for 
maj. dep. av. family of 4| to 
2700 acres for min. dep. 


Forest acreage 
data for south, 
counties in forest 
area secured by 
survey of 1922 . 

For remaining 
counties census 
data was used. 


Refer to “OUTLINE FOR WRITTEN 
REPORTS IN SUPPORT OF DATA AND 
MAPS SUBMITTED”, bottom of page 2. 



















1 


2 


3 


k 


5 


Oklahoma County officials 
(Reg. 6 ) 


5000 acres fixed by 
Reg. Off. 


No large changes. Sub¬ 
marginal and eroded 
farm lands rec. for 
forest by County AgtB. 


Based on plans and 
rec. of agencies 
concerned. 


Chiefly a question 
as to present man¬ 
agement or lack of 
same on one area; 
rec. for private 
intensive. 


Oklahoma County Records 
(Reg. 2) 

Comanche 

County 


Arbitrarily set at 
2560 acres by Reg. 
Off. Probably too 
large for Comanche 
Co. since no hold¬ 
ings of this size. 


Only large change is 
96,293 acres from farm 
land to pasture due its 
marginality for culti¬ 
vation. 


Based on recreation¬ 
al development plans 
of Wichita Forest. 
Only Federal owned 
lands are involved, 
hence not discussed 
with other agencies. 


None. Multiple use 
problem of timber 
production and food 
for wild life. 


Oregon 


Various sources of 
information. See 
details Pages 1 & 

2 of Report. 


Set at 1280 acres. 
This figure about 
represents line be¬ 
tween holdings for 
timber investment 
and incidental own¬ 
ership. 


No large changes re¬ 
commended. 


Special service areas 
on maps in Nat. For. 
ar^ already so dedi¬ 
cated. Other state & 
oounty areas not lo¬ 
cated on map but em¬ 
brace recreational 
acreage for various 
use to take care of 
heavy demand. See P. 

2 to 4 of Report. 


Chief differences 
of opinion were 
among members of 
Forest Service. 

See Pages 4 & 5 
Report for plan de¬ 
cided upon. 


Pennsylvania Lands 2 yrs. delin¬ 
quent reported. For 
52 Counties based on 
County Records in a 
study made 1932-33 
by Dept. For. & Waters. 
15 Counties estimated. 


1000 acres, figure 
previously used by 
Dept. Census report 
shows more than 100 
farms exceeding 1000 
acres. 


No large ohanges 
from occupied farms 
to forest. Cleared 
land not actually 
farmed or grazed 
rec. for forest and 
hunting uses. 


Increase of one mil— None. Intensive only 
lion acres for game is rec. including 
refuges, etc. is rec. State owned game lani 
by Game Com. Park areas where timber pro¬ 
as rec. by Greater Pa. duction is at le- 
Council and Pa. Parks ast secondary. 
Assn. Other areas are 
estimates. 


Rhode Town Clerks of two 

Island typical Counties 

which figure was ad¬ 
justed for other 
Counties. 


Fixed at 500 acres No large change 

based on previous recommended, 

experience. 


Based on rec. of or- None 

ganization, associa¬ 
tions, State agencies, 
etc. 


o outii 
Carolina 


Figures obtained from $000 acres fixed 
study made by Dr. J. H. by Reg. Off. 

Aull of Clemson College, 

Delinquency increasing 
5 # annually since 192 o. 


Problem area map 
used as basis. 
Poor soil types 
and serious ero¬ 
sion in Piedmont 
section and sub¬ 
marginal ity on 
Agr. lands in N. 
W. portion of 
State indicate 
conversion to 
forest as best 
use. 


Rec. areas not adja- None 

cent to public for¬ 
ests. Concurred in 
by State For. Other 
agencies concerned 
made no reply to 
letter requesting 
their views. 
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Thru conference with State 
Forester. 

State For. believed 
State could handle 
all rec. public for¬ 
ests but after lay¬ 
ing out a logical 
State system,State 
Forester agreed to 
rec. balance to Fed. 
ownership. 

Variations according to 
types. See Pages 2 & 3 
of Report. 

Refers to a summary 
of Land Use Conditions 
for State in files 
of Reg. For. 

Recommended 8800 acre ad¬ 
dition to Wichita forest 
on basis of its low Agr. 
value. 

None 

1 worker with 3 depend¬ 
ents to 80 aores of farm 
land or to 1500 acres of 
pasture land. 

Only forest land 
listed in report 
lies within Wichita 
National Forest. Some 
open timberland out¬ 
side but its highest 
use is undoubtedly 
grazing domestic 
livestock. 


Possibility of continued 
private ownership from the 
standpoint of profitable 
investment, based on pre¬ 
sent and predictable future 
conditions. Details for 
types and sites on Pages 
5 & 6 of Report. 


No important con¬ 
flicting viewpoints, 
Land Planning Con¬ 
sultants feel too 
large an area was 
rec. for State own¬ 
ership. 


Mature timber area de¬ 
pendency basis differs 
for west and east sides 
of Cascades. Based on 
productive capacity. 
Protection forest est¬ 
imates vary by Counties 
See Pages j & & of Re¬ 
port. 


Description of data 
from which maps were 
prepared. 


For state forests the plan 
and goal of State Dept, of 
s For. & Waters. For state 
game lands, policy and plan 
of State Game Commission. 
County forests from County 
tax del. lands where State 
subsidy will be required. 


None except that the 
game and recreation 
interests are prone 
to underestimate the 
possibility of com¬ 
bining timber produc¬ 
tion with the other 
uses. 


Farm land:- Slight in¬ 
crease over present dep. 
plus 20 # to cover pri¬ 
mary form mfg. minor dep. 
1/6 of major. For basis 
for determing dependency 
on Forest land, see for¬ 
mula developed, page 2 
of Report. 


On map state game 
lands colored as 
state-owned forest 
since they are not 
withdrawn from timber 
production, although 
listed under Speoial 
Service. 


By conference with all None 

agencies concerned. 


Forest land- 1 gainful 
worker per 300 acres. 
For other lands, esti¬ 
mates based on 1930 
census data. 


Report refers to 
explanatory notes 
attached to L U P 
forms. Subdivisions 
determined by plani- 
meter. 2 # deduction 
made for highways, eb. 


Problem area map used as 
basis. Most productive and 
marketable areas rec. for 
private; large areas of¬ 
fering lowest financial 
returns to Federal, small¬ 
er more isolated areas to 
State. 


State For. objected 
to broadening of Fed. 
Acquisition program 
although admitting 
State, Counties, etc. 
could not finance Acq. 
of large areas agreed 
upon for public owner¬ 
ship. Final rec. axe 
those in Reg. Off. 


Int. - 1 gainful worker 
per 200 acres. Ext.- 1 
gainful worker per 564 a. 
Prot.- 1 gainful worker 
per 10,000A. No mention 
made of no. of dependents 
per gainful worker. Farm 
dependency same as at 
present. 


Cultivated and pastur¬ 
age acreages for best 
permanent use are est¬ 
imates of County Agts. 
Large game holdings 
held by northern capi¬ 
tal in 9 Counties. 

These areas are also 
timber producing and 
dependency on such areas 
is unknown. 


Refer to “OUTLINE FOR WRITTEN 
REPORTS IN SUPPORT OF DATA AND 
MAPS SUBMITTED”, bottom of page 2. 






1 


2 


3 


4 


South Dakota 

County Records. In 

5 counties reported 
by F S, 17$ delin¬ 
quent exists, con¬ 
sisting entirely of 
small holdings. 

Arbitrarily fix¬ 
ed at 2560 acres 
by R. 0. 

Largest change in¬ 
volves 345,000 acres 
from farm land to for¬ 
est and pasturage bas¬ 
ed on its submarginal 
character. 

Tennessee 

Estimates of County 
Trustees. 

Set at 5000 by 
Regional Office. 

One broad change re¬ 
commended, conversion 
to forest of large 
areas of submarginal 
lands. 

Texas 

Not reported on 

Nov. 9, 193^ 



Utah 

County Assessors 
data from F. S. 
Taxation Summary 
of 192 S and from 

Dept of Agr. Econ¬ 
omics, Utah State 
Agr. College. 

5000 acres de¬ 
cided upon by R. 

0. Staff and 

State Forestry 
and Agr. expertfe. 

200,000 acre increase 
for crop production 
rec. by State Plan. 
Consultant. Only 
other large change is 
in acreage of special 
service areas. 

Vermont 

Questionaires to 

250 towns - 50 $ 
returned. 

Based on general No large changes 
knowledge of con¬ 
ditions in Vermont. 

Virginia 

Not reported on 

Nov. 9, 193^ 



Washington 
(Region 6 ) 

(For the part 
of Washington 
in Region 1 

See "Idaho 
Region 1") 

Sources of in¬ 
formation and 
accuracy varies 

See Report Pages 

1 to 4. 

Set at 12S0 acres No large changes 
by agencies concerned, within area 

An arbitrary figure reported by 

but one which fairly F. S. 

well marks the line 
between holdings for 
timber investment 
and incidental owner¬ 
ship. 


Rec. apply chiefly to 
Custer State Park. Not 
discussed with State 
Park Board since its 
views are well known 
to Regional and Forest¬ 
er’ s Offices. 


Based on suggestions 
as outlined by State 
Forester and State 
Fish and Game Com¬ 
missioner. 


Areas rec. by both 
State and Federal 
Agencies and all 
agencies concurred 
in recommendations. 


None Recommended 


In addition to 
Fed.-owned areas 
recommended are 
State-owned areas 
together with road¬ 
side scenic strips, 
forested ocean beaches, 
etc. areas and loca¬ 
tions not definitely 
established, but suf¬ 
ficient acreage was 
allotted in statisti¬ 
cal reports to take 
care of rapidly in¬ 
creasing recreational 
use of region. See 
Report Pages 4 to 6 . 


V 


5 


6 


7 


No difference of o- 
pinion among forest 
officers. No other 
differences mention¬ 
ed in report. 


None 


No appreciable 
difference of 
opinion 


In general best 
sites were rec. 
for intensive, 
balance of com¬ 
mercial timber 
zones for exten¬ 
sive and protec¬ 
tive where no man¬ 
agement plans are 
contemplated. Dif¬ 
ferences of opin¬ 
ion confined lar¬ 
gely to members 
of Forest Service. 


g 


Rec. for oublic owner¬ 
ship based on misuse 
of forest lands, over- 
grazing of pasture lands 
and marginality of farm 
lands. 


No conflicting viewpoints 
among Forest officers. Not 
discussed with State offi¬ 
cials. 


Basis for dependency figures are 
estimates which increase greatly 
number of dependents resulting 
from intensive management. 


Heavily forested areas 
rec. for Federal owner¬ 
ship in continuance of 
present acq. policy in 
locating purchase units. 
State forests for small¬ 
er and often detached 
forested areas. State 
cannot finance a larger 
program. Private owner¬ 
ship where established 
forest industries can 
reasonably be expected 
to apply proper forest 
management. 


State Forester’s views are 
in friendly conflict with 
rec. He does not oppose Fed. 
ownership but encourages it. 

He believes public ownership, 
whether Fed. or State, should 
be scattered over entire State 
rather than assembling huge 
acreages in only few areas. 

For details see his plan copy 
of which is in Lands Files 
and also in R. 0. 


No minor dependencies estimated. 
For farms, determined average 
size from data available, allow¬ 
ing five dependents. Checked a- 
gainst census and adjusted. For 
Forest lands, Reg. Off. figures 
were used allowing 4 dependents 
for each major dependent gainful 
worker. 

Int. - 4 dependents per 200 A. 

Ext. - 4 ■ * 5^4 A. 

Prot. - 4 " " 10,000 A. 


Basis of rec. vary None 

greatly to meet varied 
conditions in State. 

See Report Pages 2 to 4. 


Conference with Agr. 
Econ. and Forest 
Service 


By conference between R. 0. Staff 
and State Forestry and Agr. Staff 
of Utah and Idaho State Colleges 
Farm - 1 major & 2 minor dependent 
for SO acres. 

Pasture - 1 major & 2 minor depen¬ 
dents for 20,000 acres. 

Int. For. - 1 major & 10 minor de¬ 
pendents for 750 acres. 

Ext. For. - 1 major & 5 minor de¬ 
pendents for 1200 acres. 

Prot. For. - 1 major & 2 minor de¬ 
pendents for 2000 acres. 

Wild Life ) - 1 major & 10 minor 
Areas, Etc.; dependents for 1200 acr® 
Parks & Rec. - Variable 
(note-4 dependents to each gainful 
worker) 


As per instructions in Reg. For. 
letter of August S. 


Private ownership 
rec. wherever in 
light of present 
and predictable 
future conditions 
it was reasonable 
to believe such 
ownership would 
be a profitable 
investment. Bal¬ 
ance in public 
ownership, - best 
producing areas 
to State and re¬ 
mainder to Fed. 
Ownership. County 
ownership impos¬ 
sible due to fin¬ 
ancial condition 
thru loss in taxes. 
State Forester is 
broadly in agree¬ 
ment, some differ¬ 
ence in details. 


None except Reg. & state 
plan. Consultants feel 
that too large an area 
was rec. by State owner¬ 
ship, that State finances 
will not be able to hand¬ 
le it. If this is correct 
Fed. Government must ult¬ 
imately acquire this sur¬ 
plus. 


Same as for Oregon 

See Report, Pages 6 to 10. 


Ref@‘ 
REPORT 
MAPS Si 


■ to “OUTLINE FOR WRITTEN 
3 IN SUPPORT OF DATA AND 
JBM1TTED”, bottom of page 2. 
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2 


3 


West Virginia 


Wyoming and Monroe Co. 
from County Records 
For remaining Counti¬ 
es used best judgment 
of State Dist. Foresters 
and other State Forest 
officers. 


Varies by Counties 
Figure used was 
line between aver¬ 
age small Company 
ownership and aver¬ 
age large individ¬ 
ual ownership. 


Greatest change re¬ 
commended is in in¬ 
tensity of manage¬ 
ment, thus increas¬ 
ing forest employ¬ 
ment and securing 
highest ultimate 
economic use of land. 


Wisconsin 


County Records where 
available. For other 
Counties, estimates 
from County Treasurer 


Set a l60 acres as 
result of conference 
between State and F. 
S. officials 


Tax delinquency was 
made the basis, Rec. 
of County Agents 
were accepted for 
lands suitable for 
agrigulture. 


Wyoming 
(Region 2) 


Reports submitted by 
supervisors. Where 
they obtained their 
data is no* mention¬ 
ed. 


Arbitrarily set at 
2560 acres at con¬ 
ference of repre¬ 
sentatives of Cen¬ 
tral Rooky Mt. Reg 


One ohange rec. from 
farm lands to past¬ 
urage and forest be¬ 
cause lands not suit¬ 
able for agr.Another 
large change is the 
rec. of large acre¬ 
age for natural and 
primitive areas. 
Changes rec. will re¬ 
sult in highest uses 
of lands. 


Wyoming 
(Region 4) 


County Assessors 
supplemented and 
checked by Agr. Ec. 
Dept, of State Uni¬ 
versity and State 
Land Planning Con¬ 
sultant. 


Set at 5000 acres 
by Reg. Off and 
State Officials 
concerned. 


No large changes ex¬ 
cept in special ser¬ 
vice areas for pur¬ 
pose of providing 
winter range and pla¬ 
cing valuable game 
areas under proper 
administration. 


4 


5 


6 


Rec. made and con¬ 
curred in by State 
Agencies. 


Difference of opinion 
in interpretation of 
definitions of inten¬ 
sive and extensive. 
Extensive management 
largely recommended. 


By conference with heads 
of various State agencies. 


None 

Federal vs. private 


Best judgment of State Forest 
Officers, based on instructions 
from Reg. Office. 


Only those areas 
now in parks were 
rec. for that pur¬ 
pose. Logical areas 
along certain lakes 
and main streams rec 
for recreation. All 
agencies concurred 
in rec. 


Few differences of 
opinion and those 
only of minor im¬ 
portance. 


Based on concensus of 
opinions of County Agts, 
clerks and Treasurers. 
These were analized by 
State and F. S. offici¬ 
als and adjusted 


Since there is al¬ 
ready large acreage 
of Nat. Parks in 
State an additional 
24,000 acres only 
is rec. Rec. con¬ 
curred in by State 
agencies concerned. 


Rec. of local Forest 
officers checked and 
agreed upon by R. 0. 


Federal ownership in 
certain areas where 
private ownership is 
not in public interest, 
and of State lands where 
interspersed with Federal 
in Nat. For. Scattered 
Fed. holdings close to 
ranches rec. for private 
ownership. 


Several differences- 
Reg. Off. believes too 
large an acreage was 
rec. for Co. Forests 
for some Counties. 

State Con. Dept, feels 
Fed. ownership should 
be limited to two mil¬ 
lion acres as set by 
legislature. For other 
differences See Report 
Page 2. 


Fixed by R. 0. for Mich. Wis. & 
Min. Int. Forest - 1 Major to 
150 acres. Int. Forest - 1 minor 
to 600 acres. Ext. & Prot. 1 major 
to 600 acres. Ext. & Prot. 1 minor 
to 2400 acres. 


State Planning Com. approves 
of plan to transfer certain 
State and private holdings 
to Federal ownership but 
State administration has 
been and still is very much 
opposed. 


Based on estimate of support¬ 
ing capacity under more in¬ 
tensive management of both 
forest and farm lands. De¬ 
tails not given as to method 
of arriving at figures re¬ 
ported. 


Rec. made by R. 0. and None 

concurred in by State 
Agency concerned. No 
areas included for ad¬ 
ditions to National 
Parks. 


R. 0. and State L. P. 
Consultant prepared 
rec. State officials 
not consulted. See 
Report Page 2. Changes 
from present ownership 
mentioned but no basis 
given for such changes. 


None although National Park Same as for Utah 
extensions which will pro¬ 
bably be desired, were not 
embodied in rec. 


Refer to “OUTLINE FOR WRITTEN 
REPORTS IN SUPPORT OF DATA AND 
MAPS SUBMITTED”, bottom of page 2. 
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average 

13 


14 
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Initial 

Cost annual ] 

tfaint. 





Alabama 

None until State Laws 

Northern Area - $5.00 per A. 

Intensive 

$1.S5 .026 

Intensive 

.23 

See Reg. For. Statement 

U S F S, State 

Described Page 12 of 


are revised. Only 2$ 

Southern " - $4.00 " A. 

Extensive 

.54 .013 

Extensive 

.10 


Agencies and 

Report 


rec. State forests tax 


Protective 

.14 .05 

Protective 

.035 


County Agent 8 . 



del. 3 yrs. or more. 









Arizona 

None Tax del. confined 

$ 2.00 per acre 

Intensive 

.16 .OS 

Intensive 

.03 

None necessary. Fed. 

See individual 

Vertical breakdown 


chiefly to small farms. 


Extensive 

.10 .04 

Extensive 

.02 

ownership only is rec. 

county sheets. 

by total areas, then 


Lands" sold for taxes" 


Protective 

.07^.04 

Protective 

.05 



horizontally into 


not permanently vested 








ownership. 


in public ownership 










under present laws. 









Arkansas 

50 # if del. continues 

$ 3.50 per acre 

Intensive 

$2.40 .05 

Intensive 

.23 

See Reg. For. Statement 

U S F S| St&t 6 

Total forest area 


at present rate and 


Extensive 

1.00 . 02 S 

Extensive 

.13 


and other Fed. 

broken down hori- 


suitable State laws 


Protective 

.14 .04 

Protective 

.03 


Agencies 

zontally, then 


are enacted. 








vertically. 

California 

None without cost. By 

So. Pac. R. R. lands $4.00 

Int. (New) 

$5,045.13 

Intensive 

.IS 

Strongly recommend Cope- 

USFS State 

See Report Pages 


change in present law 

per acre. Coast Reuige Pine 

Int. (Old) 

3.955.13 

Extensive 

.IS 

land report proposals for 

and other Fed. 

13 to 15 . 


10 to 15 # would be ul- 

Lands west of S. Pt R. R. 

Ext. 

2.52 .06 

Protective 

.IS 

modification of Clark- 

Agencies 



timately available. 

$g.00 per A. Mature red- 

Prot.(So.Col) 

3 . 539.13 



McNary law. Wholly op- 





wood lands $15 to $ 45 . Ma- 

* (Cen.Val) 

2.35 .04 



posed to purchase of 





ture Sierra timber average 

" (Desert) 

.49 .01 



State forests with 





$15. Cutover lands $2, mer- 

" (Alpine) 

.49 .01 



Federal funds. 




chantable 2nd growth $7.00 
Brush lands 25£ to 50£. 
Woodland hill pasture and 
open brush $4.00. Desert 
Range 25# to 50£. State 
school lands by law not 
less than $1.25 per A. 


Colorado 

Probably 10# if suit¬ 

Poorer cutover lands $1.25 

Total cost not avail 


Intensive 

.05 

Protection and other 

U S F S and 

Gross area first ' 

(Region 2) 

able enabling laws 

to $2.00. Better timbered 

able due to lack of 


Extensive 

.03 

cooperation as embod¬ 

State Planning 

broken down vert¬ 

are enacted. 

lands $5.00. Black Forest 

figures showing average 

Protective 

.02 

ied in Sec. 2,4 & 5 of 

Commission 

ically in Col. l4 



area $10.00. Average of all 

cost of planting and 



Clark-McNary Law. 


then horizontally 



areas $3*50. 

cultural work. 







to the left, then 



Int. 2<p- Ext. 

1.5* “ 






to the right, then 




Prot. 1£. 







adjusted. 

Colorado 








No problem. Only 40 A 



(Region 4) 

None 

$2.00 

Intensive 

1. £>2 

.07 

Intensive 

.03 

USFS 

Forest land acreage 



Extensive 

1.19 

.04 

Extensive 

.02 

private land involved. 

Personnel 

computed from 1931 




Protective 

.4o 

.02 

Protective 

.01* 


revision of Cope¬ 
land Report. Balance 
of area classified 
as open land. 



Connecticut 

None 

$3.00 

Intensive 

5.00 


Intensive 

.25 

25# 

Thru State 

Procedure as outlined 




Extensive 

3.00 

? 

Extensive 

.10 

Forester & 

in Reg. For. instruc¬ 




Protective 

2.00 


Protective 

.05 


other State 
Agenoies 

tions of Aug. S. 

Delaware 

None 

$10.00 

Intensive 

5.00 

? 

Intensive 

.05 

Such as is now avail¬ 

Essentially 

As outlined in in¬ 







able under Clark-McNa- 

work of State 

structions furnish¬ 









ry law and revisions 
thereof rec. by Assn, 
of State Foresters. 

Forestry Dept. 

ed by F S. 

Florida 

None under exist¬ 

$2.00 

Intensive 

2.02 . 

04S 

Intensive 

.23 

See Reg. For. State¬ 

Assembled all 

Refers to attached 


ing law. Under 


Extensive 

.34 . 

°17 

Extensive 

.09 

ment 

available in¬ 

memo., not located. 


suitable laws a- 


Protective 

.14 . 

04 

Protective 

.03 


formation, com¬ 



bout £ the poorer 







piled and cor¬ 



lands,-roughly 








related this 



2,500,000 acres. 








data, field 
work obtaining 
additional in¬ 
formation re¬ 











quired, final 
compilation and 
analysis. F S 
State & other 











Fed. agencies. 


Georgia 

None 

$4.50 

intensive 

2.06 

.03, ' 

Intensive 

.23 

See Reg. For. State¬ 

USFS, State 

See Page 6 of Report 



Extensive 

•57 

.016 

Extensive 

.11 

ment. 

and other Feder¬ 





Protective 

.14 

.05 

Protective 

.035 


al Agencies 



17-13 


Listed Page 12 of Report. 


Listed Page 5 of report. 


Listed Page 6 of report. 


Partially covered in report 
under Items 15 and l6. 


No Comments 


Listed Pages 3 & 4 of report. 


List on Supplemental Pages of 
report. 


See Page 3 of Report 


See Page 7 of Report. 


Refer to ‘'OUTLINE FOR WRITTEN 
REPORTS IN SUPPORT OF DATA AND 
MAPS SUBMITTED", bottom of page 2. 









Idaho 
(Reg. 4) 

Idaho 
(Reg. 1) 


Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


Initial Av. ann. 


None likely 

at present. 

500 to $4.00 

Int. 

cost 

- $ 2.07 

main. 

.02 

Int. .055 

if any cost 

will be a- 

Average $1.50 

Ext. 

- 1.40 

.05 

Ext. .05 

bout 50 % of 

del. taxes. 

Prot. 

.46 

.02 

Prot..045 


F. S. should be in charge of For organization see Report Page 5- 
protection of all State and U S F S and State Agencies partici- 
private forest land within pated. 

10 miles of N. F. Bdry. No 
Federal money should be spent 
in development or improvement 
of State or private forest 
lands. 


Gross areas from Census. 
Figures first broken down 
horizontally, then verti¬ 
cally. Acreage of forest 
land computed from 1931 * 
Revision of Copeland Re¬ 
port. 


17-12 


Listed pages 6 & 7 of 
repprt. 


None can revert to State If acquired before Int. — 3*00 Int. .44 plus 11£ See Bages J and 2 See report for details. Chiefly 

or Fed. agencies under further cutting - Ext. - 2.40 ? Ext. .25 ” 11<P or report. F. S. personnel, 

existing laws. Possibly $7.00 per A. Cut- Prot. - 1.20 Prot..05 ” 2£ 

5# may revert to counties over - 5Q<p per A. 

but will probably have to 

be purchased at nominal 

prices by the ultimate 

owning agency. 


Maps of each county were 
prepared showing owner¬ 
ship, tax delinquency, 
cover, zone for manage¬ 
ment and proposed future 
use and ownership. Compi¬ 
lation was then made by 40 
acres units of areas fall¬ 
ing into each separate 
category. Census figures 
of farm areas checked a- 
gainst this and adjust¬ 
ments made. 


Listed Page 9 of report, 
note (Additional amounts need¬ 
ed for 6 yr. period for 
initial work on insect 
and disease control.) 


Probably 25 % provided 

Mr. Locke estimates 

Int. 

- 7.00 


Int. 

,30 

suitable law is enacted. 

$25.00, Reg. Off. 

Ext. 

- 2.00 

? 

Ext. 

.10 


$10.00 

Prot. 

- 1.00 


Prot. 

.07 


Field work by F. S. Acquisition Gross areas broken down See Pages 4 & 5 report, 

personnel and by State ECW em- simultaneously both vert- 

ployees who contacted County Agts ically and horizontally, 
and other County officials. U S 
F S and State Agencies participa¬ 
ted in the planning and rec. 


None under existing law. $2.00 per acre 
New law anticipated where¬ 
by 10% additional public 
forest acreage would be 
acquired. 


Int. - 7.00 
Ext. - 2.00 ? 

Prot. None Rec. 


Int. .30 
Ext. .10 
Prot. None Rec. 


50$ 


Field Work by State Agencies 


See Report Page 4. 


Listed Page 5 of Report. 


None under 
law. 

existing 

$2.00 to $10.00 
per acre. 

Int. 
Ext. ' 
Prot., 

- 7-00 

)Report States 
)none rec. 

Int. 
?Ext. 
Prot.; 

.30 

) Report States 
) none rec. 

25 to 50% 

Federal Gov’t 
should not share 
cost of acquiring 
other public lands. 

Tabular Reports and Maps com¬ 
piled by State Agencies by 
breaking down or summarizing 
available data. State College 
especially active and coopera¬ 
tive. 

Followed procedure out¬ 
lined by Reg. Off in its 
instructions to field 
workers. 

Listed Pages 4 and 5 of 
Report. 

(No report 

Nov. 9, 1934) 











None 


$5.00 per acre 

Int. 

Ext. 

Prot. 

.25 

.20 ? 

.15 

Int. 

Ext. 

Prot. 

:8 

.03 

State be required to purchase 
lands for State Forests, Fed. 
Gov’t to bear 75% of mainten¬ 
ance and administrative costs 

State For., Asst. State For. 
and State Land Plan Consultant. 

Outline submitted by U S 

F S was followed in pre¬ 
paring reports. 

Listed Page 3 of Report 

None under present law. 
Probably 20% if suita¬ 
ble law is enacted. 

$3.00 average for 
delta hardwoods and 
cutover pine. 

Int. 

Ext. 

Prot. 

1.62 .025 
.22 .012 
.14 .05 

Int. 

Ext. 

Prot. 

.22 

.10 

.035 

See Reg. 

For. Statement 

Excellent cooperation from 

State Forester whose 25 yrs 
of forestry work in State 
was a most valuable source 
of information. 

Detailed orocedure out¬ 
lined Pages 5 and 6 of 
Report. 

Listed Page 6 of Report. 


None 


$2.00 to $5.00 per (To be 
acre. 


submitted later) (To be 
submitted 
later) 
Fire Prot. 
3 $ per A. 


Fed. Gov’t, should carry on 
necessary research in silvi¬ 
culture taxation and utili¬ 
zation and continue coopera¬ 
tion in fire protection. 


? 


Vertical breakdown Maine Dept, of Agr., 

first. Maine Planning Board, 

Local Boards of Assessors 
and Selectmen, Maine Forest 
Service. 

note (Report states: ”mentioned 
on separate sheet” Separate 
sheet not located). 


Rafter to “OUTLINE FOR WRITTEN 
REPORTS \N SUPPORT OF DATA AND 
MAPS SUBMITTED”, bottom of page 2. 











10 


11 


12 


13 


_ average _ 

Initial Cost annual Maint. 


Maryland 

None 

$8.00 per acre 

Intensive $3.00 


Intensive 

.06 




Extensive 1.00 

? 

Extensive 

.04 




Protective-None rep. 


Protective- None rep. 


Massachusetts Very little 

$10.00 per acre 

Intensive 

$10.00 


Intensive 

$2.00 



Extensive 

5.00 

? 

Extensive 

1.00 



Protective 

1.00 


Protective 

.50 


Michigan 

75% of area recor¬ 
ded for State own¬ 
ership and 50% of 
area recorded for 
other public forests 

$5.00 per acre 

• 

Intensive 

Extensive 

Protective 

$7.00 

2.00 

1.00 

? 

Intensive 

Extensive 

Protective 

.30 

.10 

.07 


Minnesota 

35% 

$3.50 per acre 
for tax paid lands. 

Intensive 

Extensive 

Protective 

$7.00 

2.00 

1.00 

? 

Intensive 

Extensive 

Protective 

.30 

.10 

.07 


Mississippi 

10% 

$2.50 per acre 

Intensive 

Extensive 

Protective 

$2.07 

.73 

.14 

2.7 

1.3 

0.5 

Intensive 

Extensive 

Protective 

.23 

.10 

3.5 


Missouri 

Practically none 
under present laws. 

$2.00 to $2.25 per 
acre. 

Intensive $6.00 
Extensive-None rec. 
Protective 1.00 

? 

Intensive .50 

Extensive-None planned 
Protective .10 

Montana 

See remarks for 
Idaho, Region 1. 

If acquired before 
further cutting - 
$4.00 per acre. 
Cutoner-West. Mon¬ 
tana, 75jtf per acre; 
East. Montana, $1.00 
per acre. 

Intensive 

Extensive 

Protective 

$.75 

.60 

.45 

? 

Intensive-17^ plus 2^ 
Extensive-ll^ plus l£ 
Protective 3p 

Nebraska 

None 

$2.50 to $4.00 per 
acre. 

Intensive $18.55 

No extensive or 
protective areas. 

H 

Intensive $.29 

No extensive or 
protective areas. 


Nevada 

Reg. 4 

Nevada 
(Reg. 5) 
see Calif. 

None at present 
but probably some 
within 5 to 10 yrs. 
if suitable laws 
are enacted. 

Range from $1.00 to 
$4.00 averaging 
$2.00. 

Intensive 

Extensive 

Protective 

$1.82 

1.19 

.40 

ni 

2j i 

Intensive 

Extensive 

Protective 

$.03 

.02 

1.5^ 


New Hampshire 

Difficult to fore¬ 
see . None so 
acquired as yet. 

$1.00 to $10.00 per 
acre. Average 
$5.00. 

Intensive 

Extensive 

Protective 

$1.00 

.25 

.03 

? 

Intensive 

Extensive 

Protective 

$2.00 

.50 

.06 



New Jersey- 


14 


15 


16 


17-18 


Notes 


Municipal Private 

State lands lands lands 
YeT. - "56% Fed. - 25% Fed'.' - 25% 
State - 50% State-25% State -25% 
Mun. - 50% Priv. -50% 


Fire protection as embodied in 
Clark-McNary law. 


Up to 50% 


Not over 50% 


See Reg. For. statement 


Cost of advisory work at Federal 
expense. When acquired between 
State and Federal Government 
Fed. Coop, with private owners 
limited to advice and education. 
No.coop, with State until lands 
have been acquired and funds 
appropriated for development. 


See Report pages 7 and 8. 


No other public agencies in¬ 
volved. 


Very little forest in State or 
private ownership. Federal 
Government not warranted in 
spending public funds on these 
areas. 


As far as possible. 


State Forestry Dept., Land Plan- Procedure as out¬ 
ing consultant and soil experts lined in Reg. For. 
of University. letter of Aug. 8. 


See Page 3 
of Report. 


Tabular sheets by Chief Forester From State forest See Report 
of State; maps by office of Con- survey, authorita- page 3. 
servation Department. tive figures for 

Col. 14 and good 
data for Col. 12 
were available. 

These figures were 
broken down hori¬ 
zontally. 


Area assigned to State compiled 
by Dept, of Conservation and 
staff of Agr. Dept, of State 
College. Federal Agency data 
collected and compiled by staffs 
of Supervisors* offices. 


In most instances 
horizontal break¬ 
down first, then 
vertical. 


See Report See Zon* s letter of 
page 3. Sept. 26 attached 
to Report. 


U.S.F.S and State agencies. 


Detailed procedure 
outlined Pages 3 
to 5 of Report 


See Report See supplementary 
page 5. Report on Forest 

Resources attached 
to Reg. For. Report. 


U.S.F.S. State agencies and 
State A.A.A. consultant. 


Horizontal break- See Report 

downs first, then page 6. 

vertical. For 
details see Report 
Pages 5 and 6. 


U.S.F.S., State agencies and 
Land Plan, consultants. Data 
for tabular reports on 48 
counties south of Missouri 
River obtained by Forest Ser¬ 
vice personnel. That for 15 
counties north of River by 
State agencies. 


Horizontal first. See Report Pencil changes made 
Detailed plan out- pages 9 and by someone under items 
lined pages 8 and 10. 11, 12 and 13. 

9 of Report. 


See Report for details. 
Chiefly Forest Service per¬ 
sonnel. 


See Remarks for See Report 

Idaho, Region 1. page 9. 


Prepared by Supervisor and 
reviewed and corrected by 
Reg. Off. 


Report embraces 
only the National 
Forest. 


Material for 
report already 
available in 
Supervisor’s 
office. 


Information obtained from 
data available from Federal 
and State agencies and com¬ 
piled in Reg. Off. under 
supervision of Asst. Reg. 
Forester in charge of Lands. 


See Report, page See Report 
4. pages 4 and 

5. 


General supervisors of State 
Planning Board, under super¬ 
vision of State Forester 
assisted by members of other 
State agencies. 


In accordance with See Report 
Reg. Off. instruc- page 3. 
tions of Aug. 8. 


Refer to “OUTLINE FOR WRITTEN 
REPORTS IN SUPPORT OF DATA AND 
MAPS SUBMITTED”, bottom of page 2. 
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11 


12 


13 





Initial 

Cost 

annual Maint. 


New Mexico 

None under present 

$4.00 per acre 

Intensive 

$ .76 

1.2 

Intensive 

$.04 


laws. 


Extensive 

18.25 

0.52 

Extensive 

".03 




Protective 

17.25 

0.52 

Protective 

• 02 

New York 

None 

$10.00 to $15.00 

Intensive 

$10.00(incl.oost 

Intensive 

$.20 




Extensive-None rep, of Plant.) 

Extensive-None r< 




Protective 

.10 


Protective 

.05 


North Carolina Negligible amount $4.50 per acre 

Intensive 

$2.62 

4.2 

Intensive 

$.21 

under existing laws. 

Extensive 

.75 

1.7 

Extensive 

.9 


Protective 

.15 

0.5 

Protective 

3.5 


North Dakota 


Ohio 



Oklahoma(Reg.8) 


None under present 
law. 10% if suit¬ 
able law is enaoted. 


None under present 
law. 50% if suit¬ 
able law is enacted. 


$9.00 per acre 


Not over $4.00 
per aore. 


Intensive $7.00 

Extensive 2.00 ? 

Protective-None Reo. 


Intensive $.30 
Extensive .10 
Protective-None Rec. 


Intensive 

$1.64 

4.6 

Intensive 

$.18 

Extensive-None 

Rec. 


Extensive-None Reo. 

Protective 

.15 

0.5 

Protective 

.04 


Oklahoma(Reg.2) None 
(Comanche Cou.) 


$5.00 per acre. 


Intensive $13.75 
Extensive-None Rec. 
Protective 13.75 


.05 Intensive $.06 

Extensive-None Reo. 
.05 Protective .06 


Oregon Within next 10 years,- $19.50 per acre. Intensive $1 .007 

75% of cutover lands Extensive .839 

100% of second growth Protective .671 

areas and about 60% 
of mature timbered 
areas will have re¬ 
verted to counties 
under existing laws, 
present economic 
conditions prevailing. 


Intensive $.097 
Extensive .082 
Protective .067 
Not including cost 
of thinnings, im¬ 
provement cuttings, 
etc. 


Pennsylvania 10% 



Rhode Island 10% or less. 


Not over $6.00 Intensive $4.00 ? 

per acre. Extensive-None Reo. 

Protective " " 


Intensive $.30 
Extensive-None Rec. 
Protective " ” 


Woodland - $5.00 Intensive $5.00 ? 

Submarginal farm- Extensive-None Rec. 

land approx. Protective " " 

$ 10 . 00 . 


Intensive $.50 
Extensive-None Reo. 
Protective M " 


South Carolina Not over 5% unless $5.00 per acre 
suitable laws are 
enacted. 


Intensive 

$2.26 

.04 

Intensive 

$.21 

Extensive 

.85 

1.6 

Extensive 

.11 

Protective 

.14 

.04 

Protective 

.03 



V 



14 


15 


16 


17-18 


Notes 


None warrants on account 
of small area involved. 

This information appears on 
each county sheet. 

Vertioal breakdown first, 
then horizontal. 

See Page 5 
of Report. 


50% for protection. 

State agencies. 

Started with total County 
Areas. Breakdown then 
both vertically and horiz¬ 
ontally. 

See Page 3 
of Report. 


See Reg. For. statement 

U.S.F.S. assisted by State 
Forester and other State 
and A.A.A. officers. 

First largely vertical, 
then horizontal. 

See Page 6 
of Report. 


On a fifty-fifty basis 
and also provide a full¬ 
time extension forester. 

Personnel from State 
Foresters office and 

State University. 

Col. 14 first, then broken 
down horizontally and later 
vertically. 

See Page 5 
of Report. 


See Reg. For. statement. 

U.S.F.S., State and other 
Federal agencies. 

Horizontal first, then ver¬ 
tical. 

See Page 4 
of Report. 


To extent provided in 
Clarke-MoNary law. 

U.S.F.S., and County offi¬ 
cials. 

Starting with gross area, 
breakdowns were made from 
information available on 
forest types and Agr. uses. 

? 


Very interesting inter¬ 
pretations of responsi¬ 
bility. For details 
see pages 12 and 13 of 
Report. 

U.S.F.S., State and other 
Federal agencies. 

A combination of both verti¬ 
cal and horizontal breakdown 
Details on Page 15 of Report 

? 

• 

This is a very 
thorough report 
and should be 
read in order t< 
obtain complete 
picture of situ 
tion there. 

Continuance of coopera¬ 
tive features of Clarke- 
McNary Act. C.C.C. camps 
should be continued after 
1935 although on a reduced 
basis. State should han¬ 
dle balance of development 
and improvement. 

All under supervision of 

State agencies concerned. 

Vertical breakdown of Col. 

14 first. 

See Pages 

4 and 5 of 
Report. 


25% or more. For contin¬ 
uance of blister rust 
control work, 50% or more 
is needed. 

Principally State Forest 
agencies. 

Procedure outlined in Reg. 
For. letter of Aug. 8. 

See Page 3 
of Report. 


See Reg. For. statement. 

U.S.F.S. and State agencies. 

After entering totals from 
Census data, breakdown was 
made horizontally, then 
adjusted vertically. 

See Pages 

5 and 6 of 
Report. 



Refer to “OUTLINE FOR WRITTEN 
REPORTS IN SUPPORT OF DATA AND 
MAPS SUBMITTED”, bottom of page 2. 
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South Dakota None 


Eventually, probably 

$ 3.00 to $4.00 

Initial Average 
Cost Annual 

Maint. 

Int. 

3-5* 

all tax delinquent 
land within 5 miles 
of N. F. boundaries 
will be disposed of 
to Fed. Gov't, by 
counties. 

per acre. 

Average cost not given 
Costs mentioned apply 
to specific age classes. 
Maint. Cost 3£ 

All intensive manage¬ 
ment. 

Ext. ( 
Prot., 

jnone rec 


Tennessee Problem area map of 

entire state was pre¬ 
pared based on class¬ 
ifications set up in 
A.A.A. outline of 6 - 
5-34. So far as pos¬ 
sible proolem areas 
were located so that 
major problem prevail¬ 
ed on at least 50 % of 
area. Percentages of 
area to which each pro¬ 
blem applied were in¬ 
dicated on map. 


8 % if County Trustees $4.00 per acre 
are forced to act un- if purchaser 
der existing law. could begin at 

once. $ 5.50 per 
acre by time 
purchases can 
have been com¬ 
pleted. Mineral 
rights will be 
reserved on 
larger portions 
of area. 


Int. $ 1.68 2 . 5 £ Int. .23 <p 

Ext. .73 1.4^ Ext. .10 

Prot. .14 0.5£ Prot. .035 


Texas 


Utah 

Basis for prepara¬ 

None at present 

Average $2.00, 

Int. 

1.82 

7 * 

Int. 

.045 


tion of maps 

without cost of 

ranging from 50 £ 

Ext. 

1.19 

4# 

Ext. 

.04 



approx. 50 % of 

to $ 5 . 00 . 

Prot. 

.40 

2<fi 

Prot. 

.035 


accrued taxes. 
Within next 5 to 10 
years., cost will 
probably be materi¬ 
ally reduced. 


Vermont 

Due to intersper- 
sion, impossible 
to locate types 

None 


of future ownership 
graphically on map. 
Same applies to 
municipal holdings. 



$ 7-00 


Int. 5.00 

Ext. 2.00 ? 

Prot. .50 


Int. 1.00 
Ext. .25 
Prot. .02 


Virginia (No report Nov. 9) 


Washington 

_l/Description of 

Within next 18 yrs. 

$22.73 oer acre Int. 

1.007 


Int. 

.097 


data from which 

all 2 nd growth lands 

Ext. 

.339 

? 

Ext. 

.082 


maps were prepared 

will have reverted 

Prot. 

.671 


Prot. 

.067 


to counties and with¬ 
in 10 yrs. 50 % of 
cutover lands, under 
existing laws, pre¬ 
sent economic condi¬ 
tions prevailing. 


West Virginia None None until after 

2 yr. moratorium 
expires in 193 &. 
After that 10 to 
25%. 

Wisconsin Degree of detail 50% 

on Map 1 variable 
according to agen¬ 
cy responsible and 
difficulties en¬ 
countered. 


Best estimate 

Int. 



Int. 


is $ 3-00 to 
$ 5 . 00 . 

Ext. 

Prot. 

? 

? 

Ext. 

Prot. 

C\J 

0 

. 


$3*00 oer acre 

Int. 

7.00 


Int. 

.30 

Ext. 

2.00 

? 

Ext. 

.10 


Prot. 

1.00 


Prot. 

• 07 


14 


15 


16 


17-13 


Continuance of Fed. participa- All field work and Report not clear 
tion in protection of Custer reports by F. S. 

State Park and in application personnel, 
of Clark-McNary Act. Addition¬ 
al aid from Fed. Gov't. in case 
of serious insect infestation. 


See Reg. for. statement for 
entire Region. 


U S F S, T V A 
National Park 
Service, State 
Forestry and Agr. 
Agencies, includ¬ 
ing both Fed. and 
State E. W. per¬ 
sonnel 


After entering to¬ 
tal areas from Cen¬ 
sus data, the break¬ 
down was generally 
horizontal first, 
then vertical. 


F. S. assume protection of 
all forest land within at 
least 10 mi. of N. F. Bdry. 
owners to pay fixed charge 
per acre into cooperative 
fund. Fed. Gov't. should 
not spend public funds to 
improve or develop private 
or state forests. 


OS FS, State 
Agencies, Agr. 
Colleges and 
other Federal 
Agencies. See 
Report Page 6 . 


In general, horizon¬ 
tal breakdown first, 
then vertical. See 
Report Pages 6 & 7 . 


Protections:- Clark-McNary Vermont Forest 

as at present. Nursery:- Service 

50 % cooperation to all in¬ 
stead of only to farmers 
under present Clark-McNary 
law. Development and im- 
provement-C.C.C. or similar 
set-up on not less than one- 
half present scale. 


Total net area broken 
down vertically, then 
horizontally. 


None if this question applies U S F S, State 
to areas rec. for best perma- and other Fed- 
nent ownership. If in protec- eral agencies, 
tion then only to extent of 
keeping lands in productive 
condition. Funds so spent 
should constitute lien a- 
gainst property and if allow¬ 
ed to accumulate up to value 
of property should result in 
Federal ownership. See Pages 
l4 & 15 of Report. 


Combination of both 
vertical and horizon¬ 
tal breakdown. See 
report pages 17 & 13 


Federal Government should 
make recommendations and 
make inspections. Desirable 
to greatly increase Clark- 
McNary allotments. 


State Agencies 
and E C W Super¬ 
visory personnel. 


As outlined in in¬ 
structions from Reg 
For. 


Up to 50% 


U S F 3, State As outlined in in- 

and County offi- structions prepared 

cials and E C W by Reg. Off. 

personnel. 




See Report, Page 5 


See Report, Page 8 


See Report, Page 3 


See Report, Page 3 


See Report, Pages 
4 and 5« 


l/For that part of 
Washington in Region 
1, See Idaho, Region 
1 and combined Report 
covering all states 
in Region 1. 


Refer to “OUTLINE FOR WRITTEN 
REPORTS IN SUPPORT OF DATA AND 
MAPS SUBMITTED”, bottom of page 2. 
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10 

11 


12 


Wyoming 
(Region 2) 

None 

10 # if enabling 
laws are enacted. 
None until then. 

$3*00 P er acre 

No average 
initial cost 
figure given 

Initial 

cost 

Av. Ann, 

Maint. 





Intensive 

Extensive 

Protective 


2<p 

u 

Wyoming 
(Region 4) 

Basis of data from 
which maps were 
prepared 

None at present. 
Ultimate Cost will 
be 50 # of accrued 
taxes. Should ac¬ 
quisition be de¬ 
layed 5 to 10 yrs., 
cost will be ma¬ 
terially reduced. 

50 £ to #4.00 
Average 1.50 

Intensive 

Extensive 

Protective 

# 2.07 

l.4o 

.46 

2* 


13 i4 


15 


16 


17 


IS 


Aid in fire protection 
Int. 5# when State effects a 
Ext. 4^ fire organization. State 
Prot.2ffr and all private owners 
should also participate 
in Sec. 4 & 5 of Clark 
MoNary law. 


U S F S and State 
Agencies 


Vertically, then 
horizontally, al¬ 
though description 
indicates combina¬ 
tion of both 


F. S. studies embraced 
only a small percentage 
of entire area of state. 
F. S. had no part in rec. 
for vast aoreage of low 
grade grazing areas out¬ 
side N. F. Communities. 


Int. 5«5£ Same as for Utah 
Ext. 

Prot.4.5£ 


Same as for Utah In general, hori- 
See Wvo. Report, zontal breakdown 
Page 4 for details, first, then verti- 

c al. See Report 
Page 5. 


See Report 
Pages 5 * 


L 


Refer to “OUTLINE FOR WRITTEN 
REPORTS IN SUPPORT OF DATA AND 
MAPS SUBMITTED”, bottom of page 2. 
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Land Use Planning 
Forest Service 
Form L. U. P. No. 1 


UNITED STATES SUMMARY 

LAND USE PLAN 


- ( 7 / 27 / 3*0 


STATE 


46 


COUNTIES 


1.756 


SUBDIVISION 1,756 Counties or parts of Counties _ 

(if report covers only part of County) 


GROSS AREA OF UNIT (Acres) 955,76a, 104 

PART THEREOF ACCOUNTED FOR IN REPORT 997,108,160 


Classification on 

Basis of Past or 
Present Uses 


-CURRENT. CONDITIONS O F USE AND OWNERSHIP. (APPROXIMATIONS MADE WHERE DEPENDABLE DATA NOT READILY OBTAINABLE) _ 

Dependent .-Private Holdings of:P?ivate Holdings of: Total Private :Lands in :Lands in :Lands in :Lands in : 

Population : Less Than Acres ; More Than Acres :_ Land.Holdings :Municipal: County : State :Federal 


:Major De— :Minor De—: Tax : Tax De— : Tax : Tax De- : Tax : Tax De— :Ownership:0wnership:Ownership:Ownership: 
ipendence :pendence : Paid : linquent: Paid : linquent: Paid : linquent : : : : : 


Total 

All 

Classes 


Cultivated:Domestic : Inten- : Exten- : Protec- 
:Farm Crops:Livestook: sive : sive : tive 


Parks, .'Wild Life 
Natural :Refuge8 & 
Areas, Re-:Shooting 
creation :Grounds 


uu 




•_L2i. .. 

1_ L9.J, , , 

i LL2 

-S- 18) 

: (9) 

: (10) 

(ID 

: (12) 

; (n) 

(14) 

: (in) 

: ( 16 ) 

: (17) 

: (IS) 

: (19) 

(20) 

: (21) 


Persons 

Persons 

Acres 

Acres 

Acres 

Acres 

Acres 

Acres 

: Acres 

Acres 

: Acres 

Acres 

Acres 

Acres 

! Acres 

Acres 

; Acres 

Acres 

Acres 

Acres : 

FOREST LANDS: 





















Mature Timber 







59,059,901 

8,139,504 

39,490 

374,371 

4,548,090 

54,224,871 

126,386,227 

644,62* 

14,489 

69,692,133 

37,828,750 

14,692,845 

1,633,319 

1,880,066 

Second Growth 







85,177,815 

20,020,140 

125,204 

1,292,235 

4,967,418 

20,462,143 

132,044,955 

1,285,572 

113,006 

84,507,565 

32,007,680 

11,306,654 

998,428 

1,826,050 

Restocking 







33,784,815 

9,119,295 

41,538 

1,511,320 

2,817,330 

11,462,897 

58,737,003 

1,367,566 

71,052 

35,416,064 

14,252,701 

6,217,857 

506,896 

604,867 

Nit Restocking: 





















(Extent Eroded) 





















Negligible 







18,295,073 

6,094,680 

15,093 

1,104,427 

1,278,041 

4,734,193 

31,521,507 

2,003,340 

87,438 

18,005,376 

6,093,558 

4,371,628 

154,948 

805,219 

Moderate 







4,406,833 

767,616 

856 

76,206 

199,633 

1,496,758 

6,947,952 

102,600 

105,367 

4,219,587 

1,909,860 

569,024 

24,418 

17,096 

Critical 







1,546,596 

332,564 


46,403 

20,641 

436,640 

2,382,844 



1,564,104 

559,073 

240,401 

6,878 

12,388 

Total Forest Land 

mfflwm: 

2,230,719 

1,029,476 





202,270,841 

44,473,799 

222,181 

4,404,962 

13,831,203 

92,817,502 

358,020,488 

5,703,703 

391,352 

213,404,829 

92,651,622 

37,398,409 

5,324,887 

5,145,686 

13,319 

38|494 





13,964,478 

4,270,281 

301,803 

134,467 

1,948,957 

55,749,335 

76,369,321 

249,373 

167,676 



73^524^464 

'694*205 

1*733’603 

Parks 







64,892 

9,830 

109,960 

22,360 

731,011 

5,584,695 

6,522,748 



4,000 



6,513,051 

5,697 

Recreation 

V 







1,778,447 

253,757 

22,424 

23,783 

71,883 

7,757,337 

9,907,636 



616 ,227 

9,280 


9,279,419 

3,710 

Wild Life Refuges 

C 






493,423 

234,151 

43,910 


302,827 

1,032,308 

2,106,619 



65,817 

530 

50,000 

4,970 

1,985,302 

Shooting Grounds 







1,461,806 

89,272 

200 


604,864 

335,098 

2,491,240 

5,000 

1,000 

11,120 

50,000 


445 

2,423,675 

Total Sp. Service 

91,546 

71,013 





3,798,568 

587,010 

176,494 

46;143 

1,710,590 

14,709,438 

21,028,243 

5,000 

1,000 

697,164 

58,810 

50,000 

15,797,885 

4,418,384 

OTHER OPEN LANDS: 





















Optimum Condition 







8,329,455 

1,836,452 

37,081 

49,581 

666,497 

32,412,236 

43,331,502 

44,535 

20,794,299 

282,878 

160,041 

1,768,673 

19,445,409 

835,467 

Moderately Eroded 







7,621,039 

2,522,804 

5,120 

361,629 

1,919,747 

36,228,101 

48,658,440 

115,000 

44,131,185 

109,254 

505,755 

1,589,182 

1,113,462 

1,094,602 

Seriously Eroded, 







3,835,143 

1,259,557 

160 

443,516 

1,186,330 

35,518,500 

42,243,206 

48,868 

40,753,367 

55,730 

23,334 

434,199 

635,289 

292,419 

Total Open Lands 

82,804 

91,739 





19,785,637 

5,618,813 

42,361 

854,726 

3,772,574 

104,158,837 

134,232,948 

208,403 

L05,678,851 

447,862 

689,130 

3,792,054 

21,194,160 

2,222,488 

PASTURE LANDS: 

35,157 

20,016 





7,883,115 

2,430,202 

972 

122,860 

331,745 

1,145,921 

11,914,815 

123,480 

9,714,241 

322,983 

1,461,618 

245,553 

16,740 

30,200 

FARM -LANDS: 

15,205,791 

4,122,625 





259,047,284 

32,596,633 

23,789 

1,045,767 

1,073,682 

1,755,190 

295,542,345 

104,011,173 

67,069,228 

77,066,715 

37,193,310 

7,581,694 

580,794 

2,039,431 

GRAND TOTALS 

L7.657.336 

5.363.363 





506,749,923 

89,976,738 

767,600 

6,608,925 

22,668,751 

270,336,223 

897,108,160 

110,301,132 

133,022,343 

291,939,553 

132,054,490 

122,592,174 

41,608,671 

15,589,792 

BEST PERMANENT OWNERSHIP: 




















Private 

XXX 

xxxx 





406.' 

>24.837 

9.615 

646.260 

1.266.078 

767.331 

409.214.121 

109.872.318 

83.222.912 

113.481.333 

69.710.271 

21.582.169 

8.983.457 

2.361.661 

Municipal 

XXX 

xxxx 





- 

-96.190 

720.930 

1.472 

16.933 

500 

1.238.025 

15.938 

16.308 

483.101 

80.168 

338.632 

251.668 

52.210 

Comity 

XXX 

xxxx 





1.' 

66.017 

754 

2.536.427 

84.078 


4.387.276 

293.890 

88.844 

2.308.300 

1.315.543 

210.442 

11R.4.QR 

R1.AfiR 

State 

XXX 

xxxx 





59.1 

03 P 786 

15.318 

1.213.325 

14. 920.241 

1.336.572 

77.089.242 

102.316 

1 ROQ 4Qfi 

46.627.577 

12.2AR. TCfi 

Q F\RA TOC 

o oqc A/iq 

A. ARC SIR 

Federal 

XXX 

xxxx 





12a,: 

33,331 

20,933 

2,211^44.1 

fi.331.421 

2fiR.2CT R2C 

405.179.496 

16 670 


12Q CTO 7 AS* 


<Y\ SRI 












Persons 

Persons 

Persons 

Persons 

Persons 

Persons 

Persons 

o ji^j| -j /ji 

Persons 

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF 

PERSONS LAND WILL PERMANENTLY SUPPORT IF RECOMMENDED FORM OF USE IS PERMANENTLY ESTABLISHED: (Major Dependence- 


16.853.386 

11.914.252 

582.512 

3.436.114 

525.067 

174.554 

184.838 

36.049 







(Minor Dependence- 

______ 

6,849,658 

3.210.706 

413.476 

1,796,020 

403.3177 

243.760 

582.413 

199.906 


Total Area Forest Land Present Time (acres) 530.550.695 (Includes 96 t 1 60.884 acres of Fam Woodland ported as Farm Lands*) 
Total Area Recommended for Permanent Forest Management 546.586 .317 


Statistical Clerk 


County Lands 

Under organized 
forest management 

Under lease to private 
individuals or enterprises 


Acres 

Acres 

Forest Land (Timber) 

2.816.059 

l r 350 

Forest Land (Protection) 

38.335 

432 

-Qnan Lands 

xxxxxxxxxxx 

57.290 

Total 

2.354.394 

5aj522 


State Lands 

Under organized J Under lease to private 
forest management:individuals or enterprises 


Acres : 

Acres 

Forest Land (Timber) 

10.512.261 : 

568.932 

Forest Land (Protection) 

309 r 491 : 

37.778 

Onen Lands 

xxxxxxxxx * 

2.595.256 

Total 

Hf 321.752 t 

_3.201.966 


Reviewed by; 
Approved by; 
Approved by: 
Approved by: 

Approved by: 


(Name) 

(Title) 

. Assistant Conservationist 

(Date) 

1/2/35 

if6L 

Sr. Administrative Assistant 

1/3/35 



I/2/35 

aaa Associate Forester 

1/2/35 

A 4 \ 

/j(\ (PaJL toA —• Forester 

1/2/35 


Revised 12 / 21/34 
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PRESENT AND RECOMMENDED FEDERAL FORESTS 

(PARKS AND INDIAN LANDS NOT INCLUDED) 
























































































Fenced Pasture Lands (not integral parts of "farms; 
L] Open Lands (not in other classifications) 


LEGEND "- - -( \ 





_i Farm Lands (including woodlands) X 






S3 Wild Life Refuges and Shooting Grounds 


M2 Parks and Recreation 
§S1 Commercial and Protection Forest 





































































































LEGEND 


Production Cultivated Farm Crops 


Tv; 


23 Pasturage Domestic Livestock 


^\\l Wild Life Refuges and Shooting Grounds 
W/A Parks and Recreation 
Forest Management 
































































































PRESENT LAND OWNERSHIP 



LEGEND 
\>y.\ Private 
''V/A Municipal 
County 
State 
F ederal 









































































































RECOMMENDED BEST PERMANENT OWNERSHIP 



LEGEND 



Private 


Muni ci pa 

^sss 

County 

m 

State 

m 

Fed eral 


D 


□ This Block Represents 
5,000,000 Acres 




















































































































































PRESENT CONDITION OF FOREST LAND 

(other than Indian Reservations and Parks) 


LEGEND 
Farm Woodland 



Kv'.l Protection Forest 
Not Restocking 


SSI Restocking 

Second Growth 
Mature Timber 




This Block 
Represents 
1,500,000 
Acres 
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PRESENT OWNERSHIP OF FOREST LAND 

























































































































Private 


y//A Municipal 
STTI County 


WfA State 
FederaI 



□ This Block Represents 
1,500,000 Acres 
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PRESENT USE OF PRIVATE LAND 






Q 


P 



/ I J 


/ zs r 






^XXXAAi 


LEG END 

EZ] Farm Lands (including woodlands) 

Fenced Pasture Lands (not integral parts of farms)] 


22Open Lands (notin other classifications) 


ISSSJ Wild Life Refuges and Shooting Grounds 
tel Parks and Recreation 


tel Commercial and Protection Forest 


□ This Block Represents 
5,000,000 Acres 
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RECOMMENDED OWNERSHIP OF STATE LANDS 



LEGEND 


ZI3 Private 
3 Municipa 


County 


1 State 


1 Federal 


o 


□ This Block Represents 
1 , 500,000 Acres 


MU' 
























































LE1GE1ND 

K'-l Private 
23 Mu n ici pa I 


SS3 County 
State 
Fed era 


PRESENT OWNERSHIP OF RECOMMENDED STATE LANDS 






O 





' / ° 

1 0 


\ VTWV'/'A Y 












\ Q / 




Q 


□ 



E3 



rr-n 


j—| This Block Represents 


1,500,000 Acre 
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PRESENT USE OF FEDERAL LAND 



LEGEND 

EH Farm Lands (including woodlands) 

Evj Fenced Pasture Lands (not integral parts of farms)] 
LEI Open Lands (not in other classifications) 
Wild Life Refuges and Shooting Grounds 
ParKs and Recreation 
Commercial and Protection Forest 


A 
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LEGEND 

Production Cultivated Farm Crops 


23 Pasturage Domestic Livestock 


\SSkl Wild Life Refuges and Shooting Grounds 


Parks and Recreation 
Forest Management 































































































































PRESENT USE OF RECOMMENDED PERMANENT FOREST LAND 



LEGEND 
Farm Lands(including woodlands) 


'e s/A Fenced Pasture Lands (not integra 
parts of farms) 

^ Open Lands (not in other classifications) 

Special Service Areas 

Commercial and Protection Forest 


















































































































































































































AREA OF FOREST SERVICE STATISTICAL 

AND NATURAL FOREST AREA 


NQUIRY 






<? 


Cs 


5^0 o 




A ■» 






Ht 












m 





WESTERN LEGEND 


AREA OF 
REPORT 

DOMINANT COVER OR USE 

Natural Forest Area 


AREA OUTSIDE 
REPORT 



•f. 


EASTERN LEGEND 

AREA OF AREA OUTSIDE 

REPORT REPORT 

DOMINANT COVER 

Natural Forest Area 
Protection Forest Species 
Commercial Forest Species 
M Open Land 1 _J 


\Protection Forest Species Y/Y/ZA 





Commercial Forest Species 





Lv.'-'.’.-.l Farm Land 


MILES 



HH^i Desert 

l sV o 

] |_ 

100 200 
. i i i i 

300 

i 


olviLl Open Land 
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t D hf7 b |'i jil ° n ° f + n" land D su PP° rtin 8 ° 1 ' available for and capable of supporting a forest cover. Including forested portions of Indian Reservations and parks This map Isa composite of 

and Pr0, “ ,,On FOr ” f "” “ mpiled W " h,h< ’ OfZ00 “ nd 5h -'z F„ re 5 Ihl 
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Distribution of land supporting or available for and capable of producing forest products other than farm woodlands and areas withdrawn from commercial use as in parks. 
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from the area. Does not 
as chemical distillation, 

fuel wood, mine props, posts, etc. 


Distribution of land supporting timber 
include stands otherwise classifiable 


of such size as to be currently marketable for the major product to betaken 
only as second growth, but cut primarily for so-called minor products, such 














































Distribution of productive forest lands supporting 
than one hundred trees per acre. 


stands below mature timber classification, but above two inches average diameter at breast height and averaging more 






















































































AREA NOT RESTOCKING 



x?:4’To hu ^ < ur a v per , ,cre , «° ^ <* ?-™<- °< »~«* * 

and those on the following 40 pages, with the exception of numbers flit and CiP'l • = rn i . +° U +u '^ S P resen ^ condition .*(The maps on these two pages 

upon by the Forest Servile in Its study for the N^ional Resources Board This JZX Tl °, 1,7 + 5 ? c Z uniies ^appreciable portions thereof reported 

sh,p of Forest Land) and includes approximately 87 7, of the total forest land of the counTr^f'^The CTslf^nt 




























































MATURE TIMBER AND SECOND GROWTH AREAS 

v7 m ~*V‘i 

- 

— - 

• • IwJuv.w: _ 

•?&:••. I-- ^ 

vijjCv' I ^r— I \ —O - > 

-UVV.K- . ) .* *. •'. ‘A**—, J V \ 




Total for New York 
Distribution Not 
Reported 


v| 
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•••*, 



*v* v^.* *•: 

• 1 1 i 1 .'»*.'l * !■ • i ,*,•/ #• • «• 

; .v- 


#• • • " 





.. >7 


••••••• 


••****•*••••** * *• 


*.*• • 

X «S. 

- • •i , .V 

W. 





Each dot represents 
10,000 acres 


I • • v'^''• ■ * 

• • • • • • • 
• • • *«?» *» ■ i— 


:V. • • * •*"•*#* 



MILES 

IOO 200 300 

■j -I-1 i ' i 


the present and r.la.iv.T, nee M.S.Sf * 
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fa ct ory dens i tyTrT^s p ec.les dUC1 ' VS non - resTockln & forest land upon which the soil cover is in a normal condition of repose, and the vegetative cover is of reasonably satis- 


NON-RESTOCKING FOREST 


LAND WITH NEGLIGI BLE EROSION 


Each dot represents 
1,000 acres 

M I LES 

0 100 200 300 

i—.— i -1- 1 -1_i_i 
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Each dot represents 
/. OOO acres 

M I LES 
IOO 200 

l i l 
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L 


300 
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Distribution of agricultural land used for the production of crops or for the pasturage of domestic livestock within and adjacent to appreciable areas of fore; 




































Distribution of those lands which so far as can be foreseen can 
serious impairment of their social and economic values, provided 


be used indefinitely for the production of cultivated farm crops or the pasturage of domestic livestock without 
the proper types of tillage and management are employed. 
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Distribution of lands from which it appears that the highest permanent social and economic 


service will 


be derived through one form ob forestry or snother. 












































































* 


67 
















Distribution of those lands upon which highly developed wood-using Industries and/or communities are or soon will 
the employment of every applicable principle of silvicuItural management cleariy will be necessary. 


be so vitally dependent for economic existence and progress that 
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Distribution of present forest land other than farm woodlands from which the highest permanent social service will be derived through dedication 
to use as parks, wild life refuges, etc. 
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Distribution of those lands which, sofar as can 
impairment of their social and economic values 


be foreseen, can be used indefinitely 
provided the proper types of crops 


for the production of certain forms of cultivated farm crops without serious 
and tillage are employed. 
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Distribution of those persons whom it is estimated can be expected to derive a satisfactory standard of living from the area 
recommended for permanent forest management after timber growing stocks have been built up to normal or those who will 


receive some support from the forest resources 
other than agriculture. 


though obtaining the major proportion of their income from occupations 

















































Who w„, receive an Sociable of suf'malge^e^^rulhtbta^ninl th e'major 6 proper tToTo^helr *00™^™ ^ th'a'n alnicubun 
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Distribution of those persons to whom it is estimated the realization of the recommended plans of intensive forest management will mean a satisfactory 
standard of living or those who will receive an appreciable part of their livelihood from such management though obtaining the major proportion of 
their incomes from occupations other than agriculture. 


v. 
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Distribution of com mercial forest and protection forest land in munici pal, county, state or federal ownership, 
for parks, wild life refuges, etc. 


Does not include forest land in Indian Rese rv at ions, nor land used primarily 
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Distribution of forest land which private initiative should be able and disposed to handle under systems of management which will reasonably safeguard the 
general social and economic welfare. 
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FOR PUBLIC FOREST MANAGEMENT 



Each dot represents 

/O, OOO acres 


M I LES 

IOO 200 300 


Distribution of those forest lands on which it appears that public forest management is essential to adequately safeguard and develop inherent values, and to restore depleted 
resources. Inclodes land where the failure of private management is obvious or inevitable, or where private ownership is not in the public interests. 
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Distribution of those forest lands which are considered the logical fields of activity of municipalities in constructive 


forest management. 
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RECOMMENDED FOR COUNTY FOREST MANAGEMENT 



Distribution of those forest 


ands which the counties should be encouraged to secure and manage to realize the full potentialities of each land unit 
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V 
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RECOMMENDED FOR STATE FOREST MANAGEMENT 



Distribution of forest lands which are considered the logical fields for state forest management designed to realize the full potentialities of each land unit¬ 
in general, areas in which timber production is of primary importance and watershed protection and erosion control are secondary. 
























































RECOMMENDED DECREASE IN STATE OWNERSHIP 



Each dot represents 
/0,000 acres 

MILES 

O IOO 200 300 

1 -1-1-1-1_ i i 


Distribution of State land which is recommended for other ownership in the future. 
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Distribution of forest land in federal ownership. Does not include land used primarily for parks, wild life refuges, etc. 
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Each dot represents 
/0,000 acres 


MILES 
IOO 200 


Distribution of forest lands which will serve the public interest best under federal management; those areas required to safeguard future national security by definite 
guarantee of adequate timber supplies where other ownership fails to provide a satisfactory degree of assurance and certainty-, areas with interstate influence and 
consequent flood damage and sedimentation; areas where federal ownership is justified by objectives of social rehabilitation or as"demonstration forests." 










































RECOMMENDED DECREASE IN EEDERAL OWNERSHIP 



Distribution of Federal land which is recommended for other ownership in the futun 
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PRIVATE FOREST LANDHOLDINGS, 
TAX-DELINQUENT ACREAGE 



Distribution of productive and protection forest land in private ownership upon which three 


or more years taxes are due and unpaid. Does not include farm woodlands 
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PROPORTION OF PRESENT RURAL POPULATION 
DEPENDENT UPON FOREST LAND 



IT TUFT ° f t 1he T eS T + rura ' P °P ulatl0n wh ' ch 15 dependent upon forest land,or of the resources thereof or employment in the protection, improvement or management of 
he lands. Does not include those receiving over half of Iheir support from agriculture . K P management or 
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The proportion of the 
and after the timber 


predicted rura 
resources are 


population which 
built up to normal 


will be 
. Does 


dependent upon forest 
not include those who 


land 
wil I 


if the recommended forms 
receive over half of their 


of management 
support from 


are permanently established 
agricult ure. 

































































































































































































































































